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Chapter | _ ﬁf \
Introduction-and Qverview \- ' !
!
In August of .197h the Research Director [A4. MucK?y] was asked by the Alberta
. Department of Education to design an evaluation of the \Educational Opportunities
Fund [E.0.F.]. A contra .ct covering the time period of September 1st, 197k to
November 30, 1975 was 31gned between the Minister of Educatlon and the Governors
+of The University of Alberta on January 29th, 1975. Undor.the terms of thls con-
trlcf, eight general questions were identified for the sﬂ?dy. They were as .
follows:

) [1] To what extent has the E.O.F. program achieved its-intended_
objectives?
[2] what by-products in terms of educational progr%ms, innova-
tions, etc., has the program produced?
[3] How well have the 1nd1v1dual E.O0.F. projects in school
‘districts realized their stated objectives?
. [4L] What admlnlstratlve, fiscal, or other effects have been pro- _
e e e duced-at the sehool district” level, by the 1ntrohuctlon of . T
- . _the E.O.F. program? _ ) L
[5] \how valuable is the fgnding of projects on the blSIS of
| .‘proposuls 15 compared with formula financing? |
[6] What are the specific changes in E.Q.F. program’policies
and procedures which would improve the quaiity aﬂd lontherm
productivity of the projects? v
7] How well has E.O.F. (Compénsatory) realized its sétated ob-
'

Jjectives? ,

[8] Needs assessment re‘secondary couponent to E.O.FJ What are
.the perceived needs, if any,‘c‘ ‘llents relatlvejuo a
secondury component? If positive,. what should b? the nature,

scope.- and modality?




During the time period September 1, 1974 to May 1, 1975 Woyﬁ on the pro-
Ject was focussed on design of the study, collection of documents, and prepara.
tion of the research team and theldata collection instruments. 1In May, June,
July =nd August members of the research team were in the field collectlng data

‘and, later, anaLy ing the data that had been collected

X Ohlplnally the evaluation desiun included threé major data sources:
interviews, a questtonnazre survey, and a document arnalysis. However, after
the interviews were completed and a preliminary analysis of the data obtained
Trom the interviews was complete the Department o} Education and the Research
Director agreed that the questionnaire survey would be deleteo from the .study.
Therefore, the two data sources on which this report is based are the Zuter- -

views and the analystis of docume%ts

The Research\Team

The research team was comprised of two sub-units one of which conducted
the interviews and site visits and another which ana.yzed documents obtained

from the E.Q.F.»office in the Department of Education, Edmonton.

Interview and Site Visit Team. Mescrs. Rhobert Mahen, Douglas Boughton, and

Jeremy 5irms carried out the interviews and site visits, Mr. Mahen was—a-~Ph.D:

candidate in Curriculum Studies in the Department.of Elementary Education, while

Messrs. Boughton and Simms vwere Ph.L. students in the Department of Secondary

. Educaticn. /
Document Analy31a Team Messrs. .John Ilavsky, Swee-Hin Toh and Donald Wilson
‘carried out the/analy31s of documenfa. Messrs. Ilavsky and Toh were Ph.D.

candidates 1n’the Departnent of Educati onal Administration while Mr. Wilson was

a Ph.D. candldate in the Department of.Secondary Education.

//Am one stage in the evaluation dESIPn, the Research Dlrector proposed to
egpioy a Project Administrator; but as the time available became short it was
/dec1ded that the day to day administrative arrangements couid most convenliently

be handled by the Research Director and members of the research team. Miss

SnlrleJ Cullc Department Secretary in the Department of Elementary Education

rn
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‘played a key role in the administrative aspects of the operd¢i6n.

As a footnote it can be said that availability of humédn resources is a

severely limiting feature in an enterprise of this type. One!has to, in-
\

evitably, rely on people who have other full-time commitments ‘as graduate

students or professors. 1In this instance, it was fortunate that some well-

qualified and dedicated people were able to give some of their iime to work
on the prdject. The need for some agency to have people on a sﬁgnd-by
capacity tor projects cuch as this one was made evident by this particular
experience, \

The Evaluation Desim

As mentioned above, the sources of data were: (a) interviewe and site
visits, and, (b) analysic of documents. The interviews and site visits were,

of course, *he major source of data and Chapters Il - IX inclusive of this re-
port provide the findings. In Chapter X, the document analysis is described

in terms of scope, techniques of analysis, and results. Therefore, the design

details ir this first Cchapter will deal only with the interview and site visit
semple and procedures.

»T}}CS"j:nie e em e meem v emmmre e e s mem mem e eeme e aas T T e e

In Tuble |, the sample of persens interviewed is described. Table ||
contains 4 breakdown of the project distribution in the "popuiation" of EOF

wrojects and describes the sample chosen for interviews and visits. 1In Table

i1l, the identification of types of projects in the sample and some informa-

:tion as to location, rural vs urban. ard size is provided. ‘ !

Q . ”
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Table

Persons Interviewed

‘Central Office
Regional Office
Soard Merbers
Teachers
B ar e 3112 3= b 1 R
Parents

Other

TOTAL

53

10
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Table 11}

Anglysis of Project Types, Locatiocn and Size [Indicated by Cost]

Project Types No. Zcnes Rural Urtanl Zize (vy Cost)
Coomurications 2 S.1 1 1 11,5 Project Size
‘.« Communications/Media 1 b 1 & Code.
) Field Trips 1 2 1 {3 1-< 1,000
<3, ‘Fine Arts 3 5,542 1 2 1L,3,2 2- 1- 5,000
P_\’é Fine Arts/Phys Ed. 1 1 3 3- 5- 10,000
Fine Arts/Field Trips i 5 1 3 b-"10- 20,000
el
e A AL I I T il Il s
Language t\rts/Rcading 7 gzi,s.“&, 6 1 ;ég'lo'g' \\\ 6~ 30~ 40,000
. Language Arts/Reading/!ibrary 1 2 1 is N 72 w0~ 50,000
Language Aris/Reading/Mus:c 1 3 1 5 B~ 50- 60,000
Language Arts/Reading/Special Ed, 1 3 1 7 9- 60~ 70,000
Mathezatics ] 1 s 1 1 13 19~ 70-__ B0,0C0
Mathezatizs/Teience 2 3,2 1 1 113,3 11~ A0~ 90,000
Y Ly Dy Y T W EW S A, cof b e e} 12490~—100,000. - .-
Matn/Science/Lue Arts/Reading 1 L B 1 ju 13-100- _ 200,000
HMath/Science/Sceial Studies 1 2 1 13 1k~260~ 300,060
Reading 4 3.3,3,1 L 13,9,5,3 15-300- k09,500
Sci=nce 1 s 1 L 1€-400~- 500,000
o © Social Studies 1 L 1 k] 17-500- 640,000
Others - Guidarnce 1 2 1 s 18-600- 750,060
- Iategruted Curriculum | ° 4 1 12 . 19-700- 800,000
- Staff Differectiastion | 1 5 1 s 2c-800-  900;00¢
~ Learning Centre 1 5 i |9 21-300-1,000,000
- Comaunity Res:irzes 1 5 1 6 22-> 1,000,000
- karlv Ed/Reaciness b [ 1 13
- Oral French 1 £ 1 4
ToTALS W7 Li8la|€jrola i »€ 21
f g E f é é JProjects Viewed in
i _Jeach Zone.

> 12
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The lnterviewﬁ§g£ggg;e h
A . A structyred 1nterv1ew schedule was used‘for ‘the . 337 1nterv1ews. _Because .

~
of~some differeyces in' perspectlve among the various sub-groups,(there was some

variation in h\svuestlons asked. The 1ntenv1ew schedule is in Appendlx A of

]

thls report andvbhe dlfferent questlons for- sub-groups in.the sample 'are shown

on the dlfferent Vecslons Of page L or ghe sepedule.

kS
-

In each case the 1nter71ew was - pianned\to last .from 30 - 50 mlnutea. The
1nterv1ewers togk a b}f of time to explain tHelr role to the subjects and to

assure them of complete, anonymity . ‘At the end of, each day s work in the field,

‘the researchers Sumygrized their 1nterV1ew schedule”dats ‘and obs ervatlonal data

obtained at the project sltes.“After all of’ thg interviews had been completed

' the research groub ‘spent 4 consigerable amount of time back at the University

campus developlng & system for summarlzing and analyzing the contents of the
interviews. - X

.There weyre & great Many different types of resﬁonses to the fairly open-

e¢nded questicns in tpe schcdule, and as leads toanW“information appeared, the

N

researchers provsd jpto jnteresting areas of inquiry. While the end résult was,

in the Research Piresstep's opinion, murh more valuable than data from a structured

Juestionnuire syyrvey . the  lock of content analysis became rather monumental .
! s \

i In report;nb the findirrs from this phase of the study, the response type: -

de'£loprd durlnp the coptent anziycis will be used ags the framework for reporting.
fn each ca se’ the DPereentusie 7 reshondents who answered in a particular way is
ceported and thys qudn‘1t~T v ipforpation is used us a basis for drawing con-
slusicns. Whils this kind of wn2lysis depends on ratﬁer.arbitrany"rules o} thwab",

It dnes enable y Yexearenr Lo mgolid reliusnce on general.impression%, interviewer
. . ‘ :
I
I

In ather #0rdg, the 2onternt analysis of data obtained from face-to-face,
vroving, open-ended jnterviewing produces 2 level of rigor which Justifies the

rnciuslons drawa {vem the spudy .

o)

™e summagy Qpests M) the Srijpival interview jrovocols are not included

v

13
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, in the report.simplybbecause they are so minute in detail that they do not

- readily prévide information to a reader. . However, they are stored at the Uni-
"versity and will not Qe destroyed until after the final report has been
received by the Minister of Education.

N

Qverview of the Report

This report is comprised cof eleven chapters. <hapter | provides an
.introductlon,'description of the study, and an overview. Chapters Il - IX
inclusive provide the findings on the sight geﬂefal questions. Chapter X
includes bhe descrlptlon and the resultg of the document analysis and Chapter

Xl summarizes the conclusions and includes a set of recommendations.

Chapters | and X} are designed to serve as i short vercion,of the report
for ready communication to readers who do not want to deal in, grcat detall with
the basic datn. ~Therefcre, be31des the Ofiloldl 12 copies of' the full report
the Research Director has prepared 17 copies entltled "A Summary of An Evalua-

tion of E.Q0.F.'

El{fC‘ | R 14
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Chapter ||

LS Achievement of |ntended Objectives of EOF Program

i Only a small number of the people 1nterv1ewed had a clear picture of the ob-
jectives as listed in EOF documents. In general, there was a positive response
s to the question regdrding achievement of objectives. Mastery of basic skills was
ranked highest while cnhancement of pupils' self-confidence was second highest of
© the specific objectives identified by the respondents. In, order to provide a
more detailed picture of the responses and of the level of respénse by certain
categories of persons interviewed, the following sections of this chapter will pre-
sent ten ‘categories or types of responses which the research team developed from
« their field notes and interview schedules. In each case, the response type will
Ce presented and then information regarding the strenpth of support for that re-

"Speonse will bo provided. The responae types in some caoes represent verbatim

Statements bty individuwcs.  In moct cases, howevern, they qre-lnuended to reproesent
sinten enLg whlch varied somewhoat in wording Lut which contuined essentially the

sue informaticn. : .

nothis “haptors and fuosucoquent chapters of the report, the responsc tvpe
' '
will ohave odiacent to it o cLatowment, o Lo the frequency of its appearance in the
frnple 2 dnterviews.  Tno o0 ta sunrmarive the response frequencies, an arbitrary

le was uned, an el lown:

. fe IF 61% to 100% of interviewe:.s made the response, it is labelled Itigh.
S. If 31% to 60% of interviewees made the response, it is labelled ﬂgdfgﬁ.
s IE 1% to 307 of interviewees made the response, it is labelled [ow.

Feilowing the prosentitlon of ench et of response types a ddseussion of Lhe
mteoin terms o Los olmificwre Uor th“ study and some information rerarding sub-
crewg s of resyondents will Le rresentedt It should be noted that, although the
ramber of people maxing o particulas recoponge was low in some cases, there was an
additive or composite et fect, insofar as.we were able to group positive responses

wnich foeussed on different facets of the same central question,
Q B 15
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Responses ”
[11 (a) The objectives of the EOF program have generally been achieved [digh ]
. * (b) The objectives have heen ~chieved ir & limited way [Zow ]
{c) The cbjectives have besn achicved bechuss/they are ,so broad -
it would be difrficult not to achieve thefn [Low ]
\ . / '
; - .S /
_éd) The cbiertives have probably been achieved . [Low 1]
Discussion
ALl eatepories or peopl. interviewed had o meliwm or high frequency response
o of the type identified w {1] (). e cchool board members and central office
staff were in the mediwn caterory (537 and 599 respectively) while principals,
classroom teachers and project teachers were in thc high frequency category. No
notable differences between rural and urban respondents or among respondents in
the six zones of the province were eviient.
It wus olear that ti. surons suppert for this particular [1 (a) ] response
type represents an endorsation of the EOF orogram.
i .
7.
Y / .
(2] Objective ome ("master of basic and auxrliary skille") has beén:
(a) well nchicved ' [Medium]
. Ay
() most visible . [ Low |
(e} not we!l wwchieved [ Low ]
(d) difficult to mewsars [ " Low ]
Pisanussion
The only notable deviation from the general picture shown above was on the
art of school board members who mentioned response type 2 (a) in only 29% of the
P p
cases,
io
O

FRIC - - Y | .
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.+ The over-all frequency of mention of 2 (a) was U5% which suggests that,
in the mlnds of the- peoplc 1nt°rv1ewed the evidence is not y=t avallable
that would enable them to provide strongex support. The fact that the pro-

Jects had not yet run their full course and that product eveluation evidence

_.was not alwaysAavallable may explain the medium frequency i->vel.

[3] Objective two ("maintaining or tnereasing self-confidence and self-respect")

has been:
| (u) well uchieved ‘ : {Medium]
(b) most visible _ [ Low ]
(¢) not well achieved [ Zow ]
«(d) 1least visible | [ Iow ]
. Discussion

Central office personnel and project teachers in rural areas were Lenerally
°tronger than their urban counterparts in supporting response 3 (a). In.fact, 75%

of the vroject teachers in rural areas made that particular response while only

38% of the urban project teachers responded in thisaway. llo obvious explanation

for the difference can be provided nt this time. The fact that the total response
wus in the Medium cutngofy suppects that evidence on the achievement of this ob-
Jeective 15 not yet well developed at the project level. Apain, a possible need .

for procduct evaluation may be indicated.

[L] Objective three ("wiribility of upgrading activities") has been:
(a) well achieved V u [ Low]
kb) most visible ’ [ Low]
ﬂ(c) not well achieved (Low]
(d) least visible : [Low]
(e)l too early to, sny [Low]

17
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Discussion

The only deviation from the general  response picture was on the part of pro-
ject teachers in urban areas who indicated, at a Medium frequency level, that this
spec1f1c objective was well achieved. This is not surprlslng in view of the
probablllty that special projects as an aspect of "upgrading activities" are new
to many rural settings because of Sﬁarc1ty of funds. 1In Zone #3, in particular,

this respoqse was quite evident.

[5] Evaluator's‘(i e. research téam member) observation of link between needs

served by projec+ and program goals. [Medium]

Discussion

i

Becausé‘the researeh t team actually visited the sites of the projects as well
as interviewing varlou" people, it was p0351bln for them to make their own Jucgment
s to the congruencP between the needu served by each project and the goals of the

£oF propram as stated in proyram documentdtlon.

The observatlon was - par+1cularly well supported by the evidence availab'e

from rural projecte. As;q Lommeptary on the degree to which project goals are com-

-

patible with general prop*¢m goals these obs ervations ure especially significant.

S
4

(6] Instructional services are belne:

. - L ¢
(a) Directly delivercd to students ! ; : [ High ]
(%) Indirectly deliverad “o ctudents 1 Low ]

Discussion

Across all categories recponse type 4 (a) was mentioned by Thi of the respon-.

i

dents. The detailed breakdown of responses was, in part, ac follows:

18
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- T Rural board membergw N o
. Utban board members - 14% o

Central office persor.nel 56%
Rural principals 90%
Urban principa1§ - 82% .

g Rural classroom teachers 100%
Urban classroom teachers 64%
Project teachers e
P;;éntg. o 78%

The only major daviation from the general trend was on the part of urban board
members who did not mention response type 6 (a) to the same extent as other re-
spondents. One should note, however, that when their (i.e. urban board members')
responses to 6 (a) and 6 (b) are combined fhe totai response is 28%. Moreover,
one should not infer from a Low frequenéy response that ﬁegatﬁve conclusions
shquld be drawn. In spite of this”caution, the deviation is intereStihg and is,

hefhaps, worthy of future study.ﬁﬂ

One can certainly say on. the btasis of these respenses that there is strong
avidence to support 4 conelusion thal servieces are -béing delivered to elementary

ttudents by EOF projects.

() Instructional assistunce i5 being delivered to teachers [ High)
. = | N }‘ .
.} Instructional nssistance is w0t being delivered to teachers (Zow]
i r
(¢} Assume it must -deliver instructicnal assistance to téachers (Low} -
Discussion

In total, 70% of the respondents mentioned response type T (a).’ Classroom
teachefs‘(91%), principals (A6%), rural board members (80%) and project teachers

in urban areas (75%) were particularly high in this category. Again, one of the

‘major objéctives of the EOF progran appears to have been achieved. This finding

znupled with the informstion about direct impact on pupils supports a conclusion

that the program has been effective.
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(8] Achievement of the objectives of specific projects has been limited by:

(a) Teachers not using availablé services’ [Low]

S "'(b)““Amount"ofmmoney available for specific projects . . [Low]

(c) thilliﬁgﬁeSs of teachers to participate | [Low]

(d) Doubts about longevity of program " (Low]

(e) Lack of expertise in profram writing. [Low]
Disgussion

These;particular response tyﬁes were not frequently menticned by‘resppndents
in any of" the categoriesﬁ In the minds of the people interviewed, limitations on
the achievement of project bbjectives were not significant. Given that the pro-
Jects wefe funded for a limited time period, the Zow frequency of mention of

‘response type 8 (4) (i.e. "doubts about lomgevity of program") is significant.

i
[9] The statea objectives’ in the EOF docunents are not unique. They are general

goals of education. Yarmarkine inplies:

'

() Insufficienzy or reneral luniing ‘ [Low]
(v) iPoor administrntinn , [Low]
. A ; -~
{c) Poor teaching neriormanec for % rariety of rensons . [ fow]
. - !

N 4
A ’

A very.dow percentars of rhusuonzes iniicated negative views about earmarked

funding. Only %% of school tonrd mempers 4

rtervieved responded in each of the

three uypes listed above. Jne 2cnclucion cazn be Jdrawn thnat Tunding of this type is
. not corcidered Tad in prigscinis, !

ERIC | |
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"[10] Parental involvement in the EOF program has been:

(a) non-existant g [Medium]

(b) 1limited T (Mediwm]

(c) extensive v [ Low ]

(d) increased _ [ Low ]
Discussion

The responses shown above were general across all categories of respondents

(including parents). Rural classroom teachers (737%) were particularly strong in

mentioning response 10 (a). Rur.l parents and urban principals did report some

inerease in parental involvement.

It can be conLTudpa Lnxr the parental 1nvolvement goal of the EOF program

Wwas not reaL;de

o anfre i
X Lot

1
4
0

Conc Lusions

i1} :THE OBJECTIVES OF THE =7 T7inii’ HAVE GENERALLY BEEN ACHIEVED.

. (2] TMASTERY OF BASIC AND AUXIL IARY SKILLS HAS BEEN MODERATELY ACHIEVED.

IEI MAINTENANCE OR INCREASE IN PUPILS' SELF- CONFIDENCE AND . SELF-RFSPECT HAS
BEEN NODERATELY ACHIEVLD

(5] VISIBILITY OF UPGRADING ACTIVITIES IS GENERALLY LOU.

o THERE IS A NODERATELY STRONG CONNECTION BETWEEN PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND
- EOF PROGRAL GOALS.

INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICL, ARE DEF INITELY BEING DEL IVERED DIRECTLY TO STUDENTS.
INSTRUCTIONAL ASSISTANCE 1S BEING DELIVERED TO TEACHERS

ACHIEVEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES 'IS NOT APPARENTLY BEING LINITED By .
VAR|ABLES IDENTIFIED 8Y THE PROJECT PARTICIPANTS OR OTHER RESPONDENTS

S0 THE CONCEPT OF SPECIAL FUNDING DOES NOT HAVE NEGATIVE CONNOTATIONS,

":] PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT. IN LK PROJECTS IS GENERALLY Lou.

21"
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Chupter 1 o »-'-.':

. . By-Products of EOF

- CE e et
B O R IIE IR SR

The Research Director believes that zn evaluatlve study 1stnot éombleté un-

less cuestions are abked about the by-products (botn pos itive and nega%vve of the
program being evaluated. In this case, the 1niormatlon obtained from respondents
proved to be very valuabie as a basis for draw1ng conclusions about EOF, In the
prev1ogs chapter it was cleur that the basic objectives conceived of by the de-
signers of EOF have>been generaily achieved. The 1nformat101 in this chapter
attempts to tell the rest of. the storv wnich, 'in some” ways, is more 1mportant as a
basis for evaluation. BRecuuce t i tocond general question was the moat open-
en@éd‘ohe of all, a greiwt many different respon;es_were eliéited. It WéS'in

déalihg with this second qtiestinn that'the content analysis approach proved to be

- of gréatést use.

Responses

“

111 (&) EOF naz vroduced - n-»ﬁ%ﬂ"smert by teachers, schools, and systems,

of the 'staté of education. : : K [Zow] .
() Others are demanding tne service : : [Low] '
() A desire to expand thi: program hus oeen created (Low]
) <
i
Discussion o

As in the casge in most response types generutéd by this sécond.question,
the actual number of'respondents who’que n particular comment is quite low.
Therefpfe'dne should not infer that : low percentage of responses of a particular
type suggests lack of positive réactions./frach response type should rather be
viewed as one facet of a genefally highly positive view ¢’ the by—products;of
EOF. 1In this particular case, the comments speak for themselves and are quite

29

" positive in dlrectlon.

16 | .

el



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

17

[2] EOF has stimulated professional growth in schocl district personnel:

(a) through project initiated in-service programs A [Low™

(b) by specific program activities [Tow]

(c) by individual project activities [Low]

(A) through course work, professional involvement, etc. [Low]
-Discussion

Once again the number o? times each of these responses was made is low;
but a scrutiny of the detailed data shows that principals (36%) and teachers

(2L7) mentioned response 2 (a) fairly often.

[3] The nature of prorfessional growth mentioned above iricludes:

- (n) Froving awareness of the potential wvalue of the roles of para-
nrofessionals, aides, nand parent volunteers in education : [Low]
) . ]
(L) rrowth of znowledsee nnd transferable instructional skills in i :
content areas a - [Medium]

(¢) ‘tencher commitment to specific programs [Low].:

(1) erowth in ability oo teachers to generate new ideas aimed at . _ ]
dealing with specific educational needs of elementery students [Low]

(e) realization of the educational advantages of small group work [Low]
. p : N

£} growth in ability of teachers to deal with specific educa-
F J T .
tional problems n* elementary students - ' [Low]

(gz) sensitization of teachers to alternatives with respect to:

(i) curriculum _ [Low)
( iij methodoloss ‘ [Low]
(iii) materinls and equipment {Low]
( iv) organizati~n of curriculum materials _ , {Low]
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Response type 3 (b) was mentioned frequently by principals (58%)
room teachers (73%) and project teachers (61%).
fairly frequently by voard members (47%)

Response 3 (f) was

rcom and project teachers fairly frequently.

(h)  growth in ability to identify individual student needs
(i) growth of administrative Sklllu in some school district
administrators’
)
"Discussion

[Low]

[Low]

Response 3 (d) was mentioned
and central office personnel (51%).
mentioned by €5% of central office people and by 50% of the

principals.in the sample,

Response 3 (h) was mentioned by

36% of rural central office personnel, 36% of rural principals, 65% of rural

classroom

teachers and 39% of the pPruject tehchers.

‘

(4] EOF has engendered the ¢ollﬁw1qp 1nelghts

_‘A (a)
(t)

(c)

oI school district Dersonncl 1nto the administrative
structure of education '

or school district personnel inte the benefits arising from
requirements to develop rronooulu for special pgrants

of teachers and ndministrators inko the henefits derived
from clarifyinq elducationul abjectives

of nﬂrﬁnts into the problen: of cducating elementnry students

realization that wleqguate services require full-time, not
part-time persorncl

‘“all"atlon that 2hildren cen t4ke more regronsibility for
their educationzl propram

Discussion
giscussion

ot

[Low]

[Low]

[Low]

[Low]

ow ]

-t

Responses: by parents er sraslized “he comment represented by response tyne

L (4) as B3¢

3% of rural parents and 357 of urban parents mentioned the insipghis

o
-~

5

, class~-

Responses 3 (g) (i, ii, iii) were mentioned by class-
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they had gained into the problems of educating elementary pupils. The other re-

spohdents all offered these comments as indications of positive side effects.

[5] EOF has allowed school district personnel to initiate prOJects (and,
consequently, convince boards of their worth) which otherwise were

viewed as too expcnsive. Some of these projects are being continued
4 ON board initiative. - ' [Zow]

My

Discussion

This response was made by h3% of urban principals and by 30% of rural
board members; It is one of the numerous comments elicited by our question

about qy-uroducts which seemed particularly worthy of note as positive €V1—

‘dencn about the program s effects.

(] EOF has improved the quantity nd qutlLtv of' communications at spec1f1ed
levers (e.z. teachers sharin- ldeas WLLh other teachers, ete.). [Mediwm)

Diccussion

An exemination ot tne detedileq breakdown of resne n es of this tvDe shows

-

the following:

Kural bceard merters ‘ 40%
Jentral office persbnnel % . 85%
Rural classroom teachers l 78%
Rural parents 50% R
Urban porent. ' 80%

The response wis common trrass ol cix zones of the rrovince and is suggestive of

u discrepancey that must charncterize the work style of many teechers who are not

involved with peo et o obher tenm work o in the elementary schools of Alberta.

As 2 positive slde-t U4 this i wnotiier one which is particularly striking.

Ty el E Pt et in evaluntive skills of mohool district .
T el [Low]

20
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(7] () EOF has produced a growth in awareness of the need for
: evaluation in education [Low]

Discussion
Rural board members {(407) and 397 of central office personnel mentioned

response T (a). 1In appraising this response one needs to take account of the

analysis contained in Charter X of thiz report before drawing any hard and

fast conclusions about the state of the art of evaluation.

[8] (a) EOF nas stimulated loecal currisulum development [Zow]

(t) EOF nas stimuluted curriculum develooment to meet local
(and individual) needs ) . _ (Low]

(¢) EOF has stirmlated curriculum development demonstrating

new approaches (e.g. classroom teacher initiated production
of materials) B : . [Zow]

Discussion

Urban ~entral office perscanel {357), classroom tezchers (37%) and pro-
L .
Ject teachers (397) mentioned recponse 3 (b) moderntely frequentlr. Some 39
of eontend offics pecpde mantione: rosponce 8 (e),  There is some support,

theretore, for o conelasion thnt curriculum development hos beén enhanced,

{9] EOF has produced positive chuanges in:
(a) Starf (1) atiitude ; [ Medium |
{ ii) morale - [ Low ]
(0) Student ( i ) attitude : [Medium]
( ii) morale [ Low )
Discussion
Favorable effecte on 5taff and ctudent attitude were generally perceivéd

vy the respondents. In pariicular, classroon teachers felt that teacher and

\}4 —_ ' . 'Jf
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student atultude hud been pogltlvely aif»cted (587 and 61% respectlvely) Pro-
Ject teachers also felt that teacher and utudent attitude had been 1mproved.
Some 83% of rural parents and 35% of urban paren+s felt that pupils' attitudes

had been improved as a result of EOF projects.

[10] EOF has produced positive community reaction. o (Mediwn]

'

Discussion

All categorics of respondents,, except for school board members, mentioned

this response fairly frequently. RKural board members (30%) did mention it some-

‘ " what frequently. As a "rolitical" side-bene%it,*this.odgvis_extremely note-

.

, worthy.

. ’
. J

*
<

[11] Remediation deliver-a ‘o students, urder EOF produced benefits in other
areas. o [Low]

~ -

0,

Discuscion

. ' Parents made thia resuvonse fuiriy frequently, particularly the parents in
rural locations (3739). . , o - .
[12] EOF has saved administrative time. _ 2 [Low]
Di ghu551on :

- Some school principals snd o few classroom teachers made this response.

N0 board members or ceéntral office rersonnel mentioned it.

[12] Minor, project-spediiie problem: such as: .
(2) difficul’  .u sxverienzad by new teachers entering a locally
seneratcl project . (Low]

27
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“ ‘
(b) resistance of some teachers to new programs - [Low]

tc) 1loss of student time in other areas when receiving

remediation [Low]
(d) stigma felt By students receiving remediation ‘ [Low]
(e) Jjealousies and uncharacteristic behavior of some students [Low]

(f) stafr jealousies of apparent light load of remedial teackers [Low]
e

(g) tendency for teachers to "off-load" problem students onto ‘
remedial personnel ' [Low]

(h) established precedént of released time for toachers to
attend workshops - [Low]

(i) resentment by teachers because of additional p*ﬁerwork in-
volved - . [Low]

(j) skepticism about the value of central office experts (Low]
(k) frustration produced throazh limitations imposed by EOF

program guideline uabout expenditures for materials [ Low]
] | \
Discussion

The only notable ex~eption to the pattern of Zlow frequencies of these

D

response types was with respret to 131 (d)(stigna effect) where 33% of project

teachers in rurnl arens mentioned Lhis no oo prqblem.

[1h] he proliferation -t spegicd fund programs such as EOF each with its own
criterin and ruidelines nws caused increaszed demands on administrative--. .

tine and energy. With respect to EOF : =
(&) the output was worth it : ) (Low]
(b) the output was pot worth it ' o (Low]
-
.(c) the demand was only in the initial stages . (Low]
Discussion .

»

Although the frequency of response 1l (a) was only 29% for the whole sample,

293
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there was a higher frequcncy of response for some key subpgroups:
£ ) P . ? D

School board members . 41%

Rural central office *:\ 67%.

Rural principals .  *. 46% "
- ’ . Urban prinéipals k 50%

Rural classroom teachers 61%

Total rural sample 37%

"Response 14 (c) wec mentioned by 43% of urban board members, 38% of
rural .central office people and 32% of rural school principals. Response type
14 (b) was mentioned by no board members and by only 5% and 2% of central

°
Loffice and school principals respectively.

Conclusions

(1] THERE IS FAIRLY STRONG EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT EOF HAS PRODUCED THE
FOLLOWING BY-PRODUCTS:

(a) growth of knowledge and transferable skills of teachers.
R (v) parental insiqghts into the problems of educating elementary children. .

(¢) board member support for projects which would otherwise have not
been cupported,

(1) increased communication among professionals.

N

(e) improved stu;V and student attitudes. 4
(£) positive commmity reaction .
(g) admini trative demands were worth the effort in view of the output.

(h) apparent ctigma effect for some rural pupils.




(2]

THERE IS TENTATIVE SUPPORT FOR A CONCLUSION THAT ZOF HAD THE FOLLOWING

(a)

(b)

(c)

(a)

(e)

~ BY-PRODUCTS : '

inereased proféssionq;‘growth ¢ teachers.

inereased tecacher sensifﬁbity té_alternqtivas.

itnereased teacher ability to identify individual stuaent needs.
increased evaluative skéZZs of school district personnel.

sttmulated local curriculum development activities.



Chapter !V

Achievement of [ntended Objectives of jndividual Projects

One of the moét difficult problems to be‘déalt with during the design: of this
evaluation was caused by the sheer scopekof the program. There were approximately
.500 1na1v1dual proJects in operation during 197h-75 representlng .many dlfferent sub-
Jevt areas and 1nvolv1ng large numbe;; of. profe531onals and puplls. A thorough
evaluatlon of any one of the 500 prOJects would ‘have required a full scale design
and the work of a fully stdffed evaluation team. Such an approach was not at all ‘
feasible -given the time-line for the evaluation as well as the limits in availability
of human resources for evaluation. Therefore, a deliberate décision was made to

- . limit the evaluation to 2 sample of projects which, it'could be argued, wouid repre-
sent the total list of projects although not selected in a particularly rigorous way.
That samnle of projects is déscribed 1n the tables included in Chapter | of thls
kreport. Our site visits and ‘interviews enabled us to produce some ‘'surface
'answera tQ this questlon. In‘no wgy did we purpor% to carry out thorough evalua-

' tionsj rather, we relied on the opinions of knowledgeable people and on our own
Judgments éS'ba evidence for or‘against the success of projects. As a passing com-
ment, cne can suggest that théreuéxists in Albérta a strong need for increasing the

‘_availability'of evaiﬁation skills, More will be said of this in later chapters of
the report; for the moment, the comment is made as paft of thé background to this

purticular set of findings.

Responses

{1] Confident "Yes" withvﬁtrongbevidenée. v [Medium]

Discussion

Response frequencies, except for board members, were Medium or High for all
categories of respondents. HNot surprising was the fact.that project'teachers in

rural (67%) and urban (58%) schools were confident that the projects had been

31
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successful. Parents (47%). regular teachers (35%), principals (42%) and central
office people (377) were also positive 1n their ‘assessments. The evidence here
was qulte clearly in support of the effectlveness of the sample of projects

examﬁned by the research team.
[2] Confident "Yes" with questionable evidence. " [Low]

v

\
A
3

Discussion

Only"the parent group made th1s response frequently. Thls was partlcularly .
so in rural areas where 50% of the parents made a posltlve statement. The es- '
sential dlfference between this reSponse and-response type [l] above is that the -
persons interviewed were not aole to satisfy the research team that good ev1dence

was &availatie in thIs second casL.

'

In general these responses add support to the positive flndlng reported

\_

under rl] above.

~"[13] Confident "Yes" with little or no eVidence. , h - {Low]

.
Discuszion

. Again, the research team was not satlsfled, in this case, that adequate

evidence had been offered to sunport any positive comments. -

[4] Cautious "Yes" with admitted (or obviously to research team) limited .
evidence. : _ " {Low]

- Discussion

ca

Rural board members' {30%) made this comment fairly often.

[5] (a) "Yes" with unstated limitations | [Low]
(b) "Yes" bqt limited; @1l aims not achieved . S [Low]
(c) "Yes" but limited; not all students benefitting ‘ (Low] -

/
/

b . 82
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S [5] (d)‘ﬂ"Yéé" but limited; aims not achieved . i (Low]
' ‘ " (e) "Yes" vut in a limitéd way because not all teachers are
' cooperating in the program : c . ; [Low]
(£f) "Yes" vut Lack of money lo restrict ing fullest possible ) )
. i achlevement of objectives - [Zow]
:(g)ﬁ "Yes" however greatest results llmlted to the lower grades ' [Zow]
(h) "Yes" but not all projects are achieving their obJectlves - [Low]
(1) ‘"Yés" but llmltEd by inefficient crganization and/or
1_ (admwnlstratlon at the local level - [Low]
'I(j)’ YYQS“;bUt llmlted/by staff turnover ’ : [Low]
: \ | »
Discussion !

p
. P | ; ) B
- . . Taken | chether these 10 response types are p031t1ve support for -the

effectlvenees of the projects--modlflec by certaln constraints in the situa-
tion. Project teachers, partlcularly in rural areas (67%) frequently made a

response 31m11ar to 5 (£), i.e. "lack of money is restricting full achievement."

[6] Not familiar enéﬁéh with projects to respond. B ' ' (Zow]
5i8cﬁssion

i*Verv few people nade this comment. It may be inferred, therefore, that
" in the llght of the 5ener¢lly pos1t1ve assessment repoxted eaxller in this
chapter, pelee are able tc make a decision about effectlveness of projects

even though they have been operating for only a relatlvely short time.

'1;

. "
Conclu51ons 7; o PR

{11 - INDIVIDUAL PRQJECTS SUPPORTED BY EOF GRANTS ARE SEEN AS GENERALLY
: SUCCESSrUL N

" [2]  THERE IS SOME DIVERS Ty N THE AMOUNT AND QUAL ITY OF EVALUATIVE
_ EVIDENCE. AVAILABLE. o SUPPORT THEVIEW THAT THE PROJECTS ARE
- ERFECTIVE.- el

~
5

[3]  THERE WERE NO NEGATIVE RESPONSEV TO THIS QUESTION (i.e. PROJECT .
SUCCESS?) FROM ANY OF THE PEOPLE INTERVIEWED. .- L

- X - . 33 | : . '_‘: .v | |
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Chapter V
T .
Effects on Administrative and Other School District Factors
: ' _ '

‘ . The. fourth general questlon contalned in the terms of reference for the
~,tucly was 1ntended to enable‘recpondcnts to talk about f1scal, administrative,
and other effects at the. school d1str1ct level In some; respects this question
overlaps with the questlon about by-products of EOF [Chapuer Ill] However, 1t
seemed worthwhile to enable the people in our sample to offer comments about

adhmnzstratzve" as: well as "educational" s1deweffects.

Besponses :

[l] ‘Dﬂsproportlonate us¢ of administrative time in deallng with . o
"red tape". (Neglect of other adminis tratlve dutles) ’ [ Low]

'Discussion . . v ;-

,

Although the over- all frequency of th1s type of response was Low, some

detdll° meriv reperting: here:

Rural board members : 60%

Urban board meqpers R 432
Rural central office : 0 .5?%
Urban'central office o 5?%
Rural principals C41%
Urbanﬂprincipals o - 36%

Administrators and board members clearly saw problems in this regard.,  An ex-
amination across zones of th® prosince showed that people in Zcnes 1 and b
made this nomment mor? frequently uhan people in thc.other four zones. It can

be concluded that local ldmlnlstratuve tlme had to be used to obtain and

-marage the funds. : » .

84
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[2] leflcultles produced in staffing EOF progects (Stafflng
prossure was increased by delays in approving projects and
also. by an apparent ahortage of - some types of specialists). [Low]

Discussion

Coupled w1th the bellef that there was ‘an oversupply of teachers
in Albelta at about the time that EOF projects commenced, this flndlng
is not surprlslng. One would want to obtain additional data, hOWeVer be-
fore concludlng that spec1allsts were indeed avallable in suffwclent

" numbers even glven;the low frequency (30%) of this response.

[3] 1Increase in administrative load through:

(a) short;lead time . - b , [Low]
(v) ‘changes requested. in proposals § - [Low]
(c) increase in staffing pressure . . ﬁg: . (Zow]
. {(d) other’administrative qtafflbeing partly relieved of B
- -regular duties to desl. w1th : o [Low]
l (e) need to clarify roles because of additional people .
f in schoolg (paraprofessionals, volunteers, etc.) [Low] .
Discussion

l

3 Rural ‘central offlce persondel (86%) frequently made a response
5SLm1Lar te 3 (¢). This was partlcalarj thc .case in Zone 1 where: 1007 of
the people 1nteTV1ewed (oentr office and echool board members) made this
. chment. In general, however, tvhe frequency of comments of the types out-
lfheq above»was low. Those who made the comments were emphatic in tbeJr

stateéments; but their numbers are low.

(4] (a) Anxiety and pressure produced by delays in approval : [ Low]

L NN . !
(v) Anxiety and pressure produced by uncertainty about future !
of program ’ 5 ' ' [Low]

39
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DiScussiOn

Urban central office personnel (357) mentioned response 4 (b) fairly

frequently In Zone 4, h37 of the urban subjects mentioned response 4 (a).

Both of these reSponees spggest Qome anxiety and concern regarding admlnl-

e
'Stratlve effects, but no exten51ve concerns were: ev1dent.

I3
H

N

[5}_ (a)’ Frustrations produced- by ncn-field-tested guidelines for

EOF [ Low]
i (b) TFrustrations produced by "triviality" of changes requested
“a!u. 1n proposalli ’ o . (Low] - -

E (c) Frustratlons produced by QValuatlon effortg ‘ [ Low]
i . .

{a) Frustrations produced by lack of cormmunication about what
is going on elsewhere - [Low]

i (e) GShort lead time made for fregmented programs - [Low]

i

E(f) Frustrations proguced by limited time made- avallable to .

! teachers to prepare for new programs [Low]
i

'i(g) Frustrations produced through inability to re-allocate funds [Low]

Qiscuésion
; \

'An examination of th= detailed analysic of this set of responses showed
that the Trequency of '(qpunjt vas menerally low nceross all subgroups with one
exceptlun. Reuponoe 5 {a) {( non-JLuttd guidelines") was mentioned fdll;y fre-
quently by rural (38%) and urbaﬁ (407" central office personnel
B 7 . . .

(6] Generation of local suspicion of the motives of the government:
(a) Attempt to gain partial COnt%ol of local fiands : [Low]

(b) Attempt to 1n1t1ato speclal projects {(then pulling out‘ :
leaving local areas to "pick up the tab" 7 [ Low]

(c) Some resentment tha+ a burcaucracy of non«funotloﬂal

consultants 1u'oelng created i [Low]_
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= Discussion

In genefal these reeponses were made by:only a few of the people inter-

viewed. There seemed to be no w1despread uusp1c1on of the motlves of govern-

ment in launcnlng the EOF program.

timetabling,

[7] Produced minor admlnlgtratlve dl’”lcultleq (e.g.
etc. ). ) - [Zow]
Discussion
project teachers and central

This response was made by a few principals,

offlce people but no w1deepreud reaction was apparent.

[8J Skill 1n the art of grantsmanship was developed in school dis- "
+rlcts. I . [Low]
Discussion
bt 1
A few beard members and centrial office person:el mentioned this as an

cutcome of the EOF program. Otherwise, this response wis not often made.

N

(9] EOF 3-year projects militate against. long—range planning in school .
[ Low]

dlStrlCtS.

Discussion
A few'people in each category of reépondents made this type of com-~

ment; but there was no general reaction to this effect.

[0} EOF stimulated more positive use of specialist consultant's time. (Low]




Zi Discussion
Z. LZI=cussion
,'.; ‘., - ;

Central office personnel and prinéipéls were the only respondents
to make this type of remark.

.

. ressure to ge o money- has caused a castir
(11] P t ZOF h d a "eastt

g around" for pro-
= Jects at the 1 . oo i
. : . - N . ‘ : - .. .
(a) school level c [Low]
(b) district level v » “ ' [Low]

. Discussion

A small number of principals offeréd response 11 (a) while a number
of board members (rural members 30%) and céﬁtral office peopl= mentioned
11 (b). One can infer that this effect was not perceived to be widespread.

- [12] Primary needs were rot nttended to in "top down™ model of _
proposal development. ' (Low]

¢

-

Discussion

1eo

"

A few central office jeople and schéol principals made this comment.

(13] Administrative eommunications have been improved by EOF, [Low]
Discussion
- Rural project teachers (33%) were the only sroupito mention this re-
sponse fairly frequcontly. L a
’ r
[1k] (&) EOF prosrams =re becoming increasingly more expensive for
", loczl districts to run. fuixieties are produced because
= of difficulties in determining costs each year. [Low]

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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[14] (b) EOF has involved parents much more in budget decisions., - (Low]

Discussion

'No'parents.made response lhk(b). Some board members (rurai members

- 30%) and central office personnel made response 14 (a).

[15] Difficulties in dealing with the inflation factor were experienced.
. EOF.. funds do not adequately cover this problem. Consequently,
some programs are threatengd. Projects using paper materials ex-
perience probiem$ because &f rapidly increasing costs of paper.
Smaller rural districts expressed difficulty in financial planning. [Low]

Discussion

Rural project teachérs-(S8%) made this type of response fairiy often.
' Over-all, this comment ﬁas made by 12% of fhe total sample. There,was, in

Other words, some isolated concern for inflation. : )

- - -

[16] Difficulties with accounting were experienced. (e.g. 3 financial .
years per project overlaid on to conventional fiscal year). . "Low]
N . / . . .

# . . Discussion

A few céntral of?ice people, principals and teachers mentioned this as

an gffecﬁ of EOF. But no strong reaction was evident;

i [17]" EOF has involved more people in educational decision-making
" (decentralization). . [Low]

Discussion i
- ' T o A
+ A few principals and classroom teachers made this comment. o parents

or board members referred to this by-product. It &hould be noted that this

I\




'

- and ‘other comments described in this chapter may 6verl¢p somewhat wf§§ re-

sponses obtuinéd'to our pencral reseurch question. nuwnber two.

7
Conclusions . e

(1] FOR SOME SUB-GROUPS, PARTICULARLY BOARD MEMBERS AND ADMINISTRATORS,
THERE WAS A DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT. OF ADMINISTRATIVE TIME USED -
BY EOF ACTIVITIES. :

2] STAFFING OF PRQJECTS WAS ‘NOT PERCEIVED TO BE_A DIFFICULTY.

(3] RURAL CENTRAL orrlcz PERSOMNEL REPORTED AN |NCREASE IN ADMINI -
. STRATIVE WORK LOAD.

(4] SONE ANXTETY AND CONCERN OVER ADNINISTRATIVE SIDE EFFECIS WAS EVI- .
DENT.

3

[5] CENTRAL OFF ICE PEOPLE HAD SOME CONCERN ABOUT THE GUIDELINES FOR
EOF. |

(6]  THERE WAS NO SUSPICION OF HIDDEN MOTIVES ON THE PART OF GOVERN'ENT.

(7] RURAL PROJECT ‘TEACHERS WERE CONCERNED ABOUT 'INFLATION N COSTS,
PARTICULARLY OF PAPER NATERIALS

40
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Chapter Vi

Project Funding as Compared with Formula Financing
The question of special earmarked funding versus "traditional" financial

grant formulas is a.dlffncult one to deal with in any absolute terms. About

all that one could expect to do in a study of this type was to obtain the:opin-
ions of people who had been involved, in some way, with EOF: There are advan-
tages and disadvantages associated with earmarked funding wﬁen'it is examined
'from a theoretical point of view. - In & given practical case, one may have to
place heavy rellance on the oplnlon of participants in funded programs. If a
part1c1patory model of edncational plannlng 15 seen as important, then evidence

of the sort presented in this chapter can be very significant.

gegponses
1] Project furnding is preferred: because funds are profected from manipula-
tion (e.g. local budget shifts, A.T.A. negotiations, etc.). ’ (Medium]

Discussion

A detailed breakdovn of results across categories shows:

Rural board membéfs . 40%
Urban board members o 43%
Rural central office 52%
Urban -‘central office 35%
Rural prinéipals 55%
Rural classroom tegachers 44%
~ Rural project teachezsh. U 67%

Across &ll zones of the province (except Zone 5) the totels showed a
medium response frequency oif' this type. JClearly, the notion of protecting

the funds was supported by many of the perssns interviewed.

v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[2] Some of the stimulating effecfs o6f special funding include: sharpening
of educationual perspectives, encovraging creativity in teachers, en-
couraging experimentation, obtainina commitment from teachers, en-
couraging board to increuse attenticn to spectal needs of district
pupils. : [Low]

Discussion

Only in Zone #1 was there a moderately freguent occurrence of this re-

sponse. Agaih, one should note that the low frequencies do not at all imply.

''a negative view; but rather, the.absence of a ctrong, positive view.

f3] EOF has made possible projecis that otherwise wculd never have received
board approval. ' {Low]

Discussion

Although the frequency of this arni o*h.» particular responses is low,

one mist look at the éomposite victure i1 order to make a judgment.
[L] Funding oy proposals (in a '"grass rocts" mode’ ' has allowed schocls to
determine and deal with educational prcblems 1% the local level, [Low]

Di-cussion

This comment wa: mrwie by purents and principals in particular.

[5] Department of Education criterin for assessing educational nced are more
objective; therefore, projects are likely tc te more wisely funded than
if decision-mukine cceurred at the local level. [Low]

Discussion

Only scattered comments of thisc type were made. Interestingly enough,

some school board and central office personnel did make this type of response.
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[6] Proposal funding represents a "bonus" of readily accessible funds other-
‘vise unavailable through the foundation pProgram, [Low]

Discussion

Some principals, regular classroom teachers, project teachers ang
rarents made this response. No board members or central office People
mentioned it.

1

[7] Formula funding is superior to Proposal funding because:

(a) Tt eliminates time consuming and costly "red tape" problems [Low]
(b) It allows autonomy and Tlexibility (Low]
(¢) Criteria for assessing need are more appropriate at dis-
trict level . [Low]
Discussion

some of the detailed breakdown of responses may be worth looking at

even though the over-all response rate was lLow.

, 7 () School board members 12%
: Central office 17%
Project teachers 9%

To(y) Rural board members 40%

Central office 10%

Classroom teachers 0%

T (e) Board members 6%

Central office 7%

Project teachers 11%

\
faeh)
T

nese response types are reoprcrentative of the fairly small number which

avored rormils uuncinc Yo nreincet fundirge,

43
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[8] EOF funds only get to schools or districts with expertise in proposal
writing. ' - {Low]

Discussion

- Only 3% of the total sample made this type of comment.

[9] It doesn't matter which scheme for funding is used--the rules for
funding should be such thet needs are met and that it doesn't cost
a great deal of money to get the funds. [Low]
Discussion

This infrequent corment is similar in tone to some of those made in

response to the question about adninistrative side-effects.

Conclusions

(1] PROJECT FUNDING PROTECTS PROGRAMS FROM MANIPULATION OF BUDGETS BY-
ADIMINISTRATION AND/OR SCHOOL BOARDS.

41
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Chapter VI I

Recommended Changes in Programs

_ Any evaluation of a relatively rnew program should attend to the questlon

of program improvement. The literature on educational evaluatlon contalns many

,references to the tern "formative evaluation". This is the use of evaluatlve

data to provide a basis for improving programs as opposed to maklng decy51ons

about termination or continuation.

]

" In Rgis study, the sixth general question was used to elicit'suggestions
for improvement. All of the recommended changes are worthy of note even though

the percentaze of responses was Zov in many cases.
Responses
[1] Reduce red tape. : - [Low]

Discussion

in examination of the catopories of respondents shows:
; P :

Rural bodrd members 50%
Urban board members &

Rural central office 33%
Urban central office 40%
Rural principals 32%
urban principals 36%

It can be concluded that a "significant" number of people at the administrative

level in school districts relt that "red tape" was a problem in some general way.

[2] Increese filexibility, yet retain earmarking. (Low]
Discussion
All urban board members and 51% of central office personnel made tnis

45
39



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-Discussion S,

Discussion

type of remark, In some Qays, thié response type is related to the questionwd

dealt with in the previous chapter on project versus tformula funding.

N -

:[3] Plan for a more realistic inflation factor. - - [Loin]

ISR \A"[‘ Ve

.

Very few people made this type of comment. 'What "Wore wealtottc ]V

'would be was not forthcoming from the people who did comment 1n thls way.

t .
ie

£

DR N ‘-l
- . .

[4] Expend the program, i.e. increase the amount ‘of money available to’
elementary schools. : : [Low]

Urban classroom teachers (38%), and rural project teachers (33%) made
this comment moderately frequently. How much money Qould be sufficient to

satisfy'the-need they expressed is difficult or impossible to say.

[5]1 Facilitate the flow of money to schnols by

(a) revising approval wrccedures such that receivt of meney is not
contingert upor pcssession of expertise in proposal writing [ Lo ]
() providinc G ”Pﬂvinq” propusal writer or increase liaison

with, and iinistrative assistance,from the regionzl offices [Low]

(¢) providing in-service work in proposal wrltlng, evaluation,

ard curriculun building (Low]
(d} providing o mere strustured format tfor proposals [Low]
(e) ecliminating triviality »f propesal changes requested [ Low]
(f) providing more ipformation on how to get funding ' [Tow]
(g) providing money more often than tvice a year ' Mrow)
(%) »haviné 2 Jooil BEOF ontiatl person 4o deal with {Lo;‘
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Piscussion

"~ 'The. responses outlined above were, in the maln, from board members, central

offlce beople, and pr1nc1pals. They amount to a summatlon of small points to
wh;ch various part1c1pants addressed thelr attention. How serious 1n an absolute

sense the percelved problems are 15 a matter of conjecture at this time.

14
f,

[6] Clarify the guidelines by

(a) defining the nature of the administrative model to be used {Low]

{(v) spe01fy1ng a decentralized model [Zow]

(c) : prov1d1ng more clearly defined criteria . : [Low]
Discussion

Again, the response frequencies were low; but the intent of the responses
was to provide governmeht witﬁ‘advice that might be used to improve this or

similar programs.

[7] (a) Relax guidelines with respect to materials [Low]

(b) Relax guidelines with respect to travel menios [Low]

Discussion

Unly a few people made these two types of response

el (a)

l minate red tape by building EOF gronts into ex1st1ng founda-
i

213

tion rund : [Low]

(b} ¥stabliszh a separate fund for continuance of on- going programs .
and ancther 1or new programs . {Low]

Discussion

——

Rerponse 3 (] oleouwrly overlapped with our prior question regarding

'L A
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formula versus project fundinp Some bourd members, Lentral office ppople and

prOJect teacherg made thls nina of statement.
{9] Inérease_léad time in future programs. [Low]

A o
Discussion

o - ,

While the freguency of mention of this notion was Zow, those who said

it did so with a good deal of emphasis. ) e

(10] Remove necessity for school ‘board to approve projects. (Low]
] s

| &

Discussion : ~

No board:members; but a few cehtral office personnel and principals
made this comment. It relates, in different ways, to the question of local

autonomy versus central, i.e. provincial, control.

[11] Provide money for administrative costs. [Loé]
Discussion

In an earlier chupter, it WS indicated that some respondents saw in-
creased administrative cpsts as an effect of the program. However. only a
small number of‘people focuused on this type of recommendation when they
were asked to suggest changes in theﬁprogram It may be inferred that,
having stated the problem to our research team they felt that enough had

been said to provide a basis for change.

[(12] Improve the quality of

(¢) FExternal evaiuvation [Low]
(b) Internal =valuation [Low]
Discussion

It was somewhat surprising, given the fact that our research team was
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- i 1tse11 1dent1f1ed with an evaluation project, that a small percentage of people
- mentloned thls area of possible lmprovement

\

A\
\

[13] Ensure\con31stency of admlnlstratlve action by leaving the final -
- decision about project approval to a single 1nd1v1dual
\

[Zow]
3 . ‘
- \ )
-Discussion \
f Al 1eSponseu of this type came from central office people. It may
reflect a fairly Slmpllstlc view about eff1c1ency of decision-making.
Lt : . ' \\\‘
‘yaqi, [14] (a) Have an oral presentation as well as a written proposal - [Low]
o (b) - Have the provincial agency act as an arbitrator if a
R ' - school board turns down 2 project which the school thinks
is worthwhiie [Low]
\_‘ i ‘ . .
.Discussioﬁ

A few school prihcipals made these types of response. Nevertheless,

the procedures implied by these comments chould te looked at as possible

features of this or similar programs. Certainly, * rnsponse 1k (b) is weighted

somevhat against local control if "ZocaZ" means school dlstr1c+

of local contrnl it "Zocdl" means sohoo*.

but in favor

- Conclusions :

(1] THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD CONSIDER THE IﬂPLICATlONS OF MAKING THE FOLLOUING
" CHANGES !N EOF PROCEDURE°

(a) reduce "redﬂtape".
{b) inerease flexiiility .
(c) tnerease the wnount of money per pupil,
4 - (d)  “provide assictunce in proposal writing,
| (e) inerease lead time for similar programs in the future,
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Chapter V|
EOF (Compensatory)

Although the 1mplementat10n of EOF (Compensatory) was still in 1ts early l
.stages, the Department of Education wanted to begln to explore its effectlve-
ness. Our research team found that many of the people 1nterv1ewed felt that
'they knew too little about the Compensatory program and that they would prefer
'not to comment at all. However, there were some respondents who, in the judg-
ment of our team,.were knowledgeahle about the Compensatory program and whose
oplnlons‘;ere recorded. In this chapter, the percentages of responses are based
» on the number of people who h&d knowledge of EOF (Compensat ory) rather than on
the total sample of respondents. This has the effect of hlghllgbting the com- .
ments which were made relatively frequently and seems to he jusulfled because

of the relative lack of knowledge abcut the Compensatory component of EOF

Responses
[1] (a) Too early to tell ' [Low]
(b) Successful but restricted in the sense that not enough
chllaren with real need qualify for help [Low]
Discussion

An examination of the details of responses of the 1 (b) type shows

Rural board members: 50%

Cerniral office personnel 31%
Urban principals 100%
Rural blassroom teachers 50%

Urban classroom teachers 100%

There was, clearly. concern about the effectiveness of the program in delivering

services to children with needs.
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[2] - Program has improved students'
(a) self-image [Low]
(b) motivation ' ; [Low]
(¢) breadth of experience ‘ £ [Low] 7
Discussion
No evidence seems to be available yet to enable respondepts té‘com-
ment about the specific effects of Compensatory progrems. Given their state
of impiementatibn, this is not surprising.
[3] (a) Red tape is too restrictive. That is, many eligible students
are denied necessary help because district personnel have
difficulty constructing a satisfactory proposal or because of .
the restrictive nature of the guidelines _ [High]
(b) The "geographic" guideline is inadequate and/or unrealistic [MedZum]
(é) The guidelines are unclear or inaporopriate and should be
re-examined g [Medium]

Discussicn

The comments cited above provide a fairly firm basis for the ¢bnclusion
that the suidelines for Compensatory programs should be caref™:1ly re-examined
~ I ) b

: #
vy the Department with the view of streamlining them as much as possible.

1) /n undesirable "Zabelling" effect sccompanies Compenssetory monies.
fissociated with thiu I1s che politically seisitive requirement of
proving an arca to be "dicadvantaged" in order to qualify for

ussistance (Zow]
(L) Unnecessary dunli:ation of effori throush rathering data which
are already =valizble from accessible sources [Low]
Discussion
Urhun central o014 cevsenuel (507 and classrocn teachers (337) made

cosronse 4o {a) moderately frequently.  The few peovle who made response typ

[t

] |
[
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L (v) were highly emphatic.

' [5] Time is lost because of red tape. [ Zow]

Discussion

Classroom teachers (67%) were concerned about this matter. Again,

- it relates to some of our other findings about administrative costs.

[6] Jealousies” are produced because of friction between eligible and
1nellg1ble dlstrlcts [Low]

Discussion

Urban school principals (33%) referred to this political matter.

(7] There are some difficulties in staffing‘Compquatory programs. [Low]

Discussion

The frequency of this type of comment is as low as the frequency of a

similar comment about staffing the Elementury component of EOF.

Conclusioas

[1]  EOF [COMPENSATORY] IS AT AN EARLY STAGE OF INP'ENENTATION AND EVALUA-
TION MUST BE QUITE TENTATIVE.

N

[2]  THE GUIDELINES SHOULD BE RE-EXAMINED BY THE DEPARTMENT.
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iAChapter 1X

. Need for Projecthundingsfor Secondary Schools .

In addition to the evaluation of the EOF program; the Departmen€~of Educa-
tion asked for a needs assessment regarding a possible extéﬁsioﬁ of prdject
funding into secondary schools. There was, 1ndeed a fair measure of support for
the ddea or 1ntroduc1nn a secondary componenL provlded always that elementary
schools wouid continue to enjoy the special support provided by the existing
grants. 1In other words, people whom we interviewed felt that EOF had partially
offset the "disadvantages" suffered by elementarj schools becausejof patterns
of prices and school district budgets, which were perceived to favor secondary
schools. People in our sample were worried that an EOF (Secondary) component
might simply restore the perceived imbalance. However, as long as the elementary

compenents would not suffer, there was no "dog in the manger" attitude evident.

Responses
[1] (a) Yes . . [Low]
(b) Yes; but if there is = choice as to where tne additional funds
should go it shuuld te to eJementary. That is, money spent.
here may reduce the present need =t the secondary level. [Lew]
(e} Yes, although there is greater payoff from money spent on
© elementary schooling. [Low]

Discussion

Principals (327), rural classroom teachers (35%), and project teachers (31%)
made response type 1 (b) moderately frequently. While the response frequencies

were low, they were clearly tavorable.

[2] (a) Yes, particulerly at the Jjunior high level. [Low]
I 2

{n) Yes, for alternatives to existing programs. [Low]

53

b7 °



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[2] (c) Yes, thoush timetabling problems at the secondary level may
» linmit, the flexikility of programs. [Zow]

Discussion '

Urban board memters (570) and rural project teachers (33%) made the

responseg” 2 (a) fairily oi'ten.

1

3] (&) Extia woney ls nceded at both clementuary and secondary }
levels. ‘ \ [Low]

t

(b} The regular vnriula funding sheuld be equalized rirst, - [Low]

Resvonse 3 (%)} swriests that psonie assume that the grants structure

-~

dictates budgeting sni expenditures in school districts. Perhaps admini-
_ : kS

strators and Toard momboers Cfhovid be veminded that the weighting of per
pupil grants docs ast imply in iisel? s weizhting of budgetary expenditures

in fwvor ol decondury cur:ls.

P Yo, no lewe oo 0hiciis teen wwor 1Urom the elementary funds. [Low]

I i v peryndant with others reported in this charter;

Ol Lt Tt Lr Lo emerl rosponse Sel.

Lo - . . . . - ' N \
DD, REmeellc Domreorermn i 0 those nening av toe elementary level
i - <
TR P -5 - P, ey o PO . T o
SHOWL D Tl LT Teemanedary levcl., RN /A
)
Discussion
Althonmn whos Mropiorey T tnin cosiomoe.was bou. b ic Sugmestive o0

R O R 2 E R A D S L A TP (TR SR8 (PR FE T SO0 crcowrnged bt the secondars leval.
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[6] {a) Yes, the needs are probably greater at thn secondary level--
a;though d fferent. [Lo

() Yes, although the focus would be different. . ’ [Lo

Discussion

Tnese two respinse types simply indicate the need to provide a
different focus should a secondary ~omponent be established.
&

(7] (a) No, the morey should go _only to elementary. . Lo

(b) No. ’ : [Lo

Discussion

Only 7% of those interviewed made an absolutely negative comment abou

th2 idea of extending special funding to the secondary schools.

ggnclusions

[7] THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD SERIOUSLY CONSIDER EXTFNDING HOF INTO THE
‘i’ONDARY SCHOOLS.

[2] IF A SECONDARY COMPONENT IS ESTABLISHED, IT SHOULD FOCUS SOME- !
WHAT ON THE CONTINUANCE OF REMED!AL PROCRAMS AS wELL AS ON
UNIQUELY SECOJDARY SCHOOL PROGRAM AREAS.



Chapter X

Analysis of EOF Docunents

Besides the 1nte*vncw“ and site VLSluS, the evaluation design called for

an analy31s of =& samnle of document“ obtained from EOF files in the Department

- of EduCatlon. This analya;a was undertaken in order to cross-check the informa-

tion ottained from the other phases of the study and; dlso, to provide some

additional information. In this chapter, the oample of projects on which the

_documen* anaLy31s was conducted, will be prov1ded The scheme for analysis is

provided in Apnendlx B of this report but the format for reporting the data
in this chapter will embody a fairly complete outline of the framework whlcn

was used.

Description of Sample for Document Analysis

1. All projects which had been selected for the interviews and site
visits (47) (see Chapter | for details of sample) where the eriteria had been:
(a) Distrimution by zone (approximately proportional)
- urban and rural proportions

- public and separate
- categories of subject area

(b) Size of grant made available
- aZZ f the most expensive rrojects
- very . fow of the least expensive projects
- a somewhat representative selection from cacegories within
the middle range - ©

(¢) All of the projects highl.ghteéd in the EOF newsletter

2. Ah additional 31 projects, using. the same criteria as in 1 (=bove),
plus seve-al projects which had been mentioned by peuple during the interviewvs.
These had been perceived to be exciting and'successful or to have failed for

some reason {(n=1).



The Format for Analysis

In.Apbendix B, a copy of the form which was used by the research team is
provided. This format was used on the total sample of 78 EOF project files.
It, as will become evident in the following sections of this chapter, includeq
straightforward information about the availability and content of dats ja the
files; but also includes, in some cases, an evaluative judgmént-as to 1ne

quality of content.

The headinw s and numbers used in reporting the data in the main body of

this chapter are those provided on the document entitled "Analysis of Projéct

Documents." (Appendix B).

-

The data will be reported under each heading and then the discuésion of

the findings and conclusions-will be provided.

5

i, Criteria Associated with the Proposal

1. Funding level and level of prc.ect imrlementation in sample of 78

progects.
) Funding Level ($)

< 1,000- | 5,000-| 10,000~ | 25,000-.| 100,600~ 200,000

- 1,00C} 5,000 10,000 25,000 100,000 200,000 +
Level  Distrizt (36) 0 0 2 3 18 9 4
of School (1) L 8 | 12 12 [ 8 0 0
Implemen- Classroom( 2) 2 0 0o 0 0 0 0
tation T9* |3 g 14 15 26 9 4

¥ - One project had dual emphasis hence n = 79 instead of 78
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o, Funding 'emphasis,

A b c d / e f g
Major Emphasis 1k 10 23 26 28 " 3 13
Minor Emphzsis 12 0 9 2 7 1 | 1
; L_26 | 10 32 28 35 L 1h

in-service education of teachers

addi.tional classroom teachers

non-clerical aides to support teachers \
specialist services related to classroom teacher
materials for classroom. teacher
administrative/coordinating/planning services
other ’ ‘

Code:

H OO R
et et et e et e s

Jop]

Frequency of number of different purposes cited in proposal documents

v

No. of,
| . _ Projects
- No. 1 31
of 2 26
Purposes 3 13
L 3

Discussion

1. Many projects (7 out of 78) emphasized more than one object of ex-
penditure for the realization of objectives. ’

2. Only categories " and "f" above constitute expenditures which
might be challenged under the original EOF guidelines; some potential for
abuse of funds occurs under "c" above (See |-3¢ and possibly |1-3c for use
of aides as clerical personnel or perhaps other abuse).

3. The general impression is that budget submissions tended to reflect

the guidelines established for EOF.
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3. Rationale for program
. Present 76 \“ﬁg
Absent 2 -
(Clear 66
Ambiguocus 10
Discussion

The progra: rationale was almost always present and was clear in a
'substantial majorit, of cases.

. ) L, Objectives for program
° T i
[Stated 77
[Unstatedq 1
[General 37 ] Many projects had both general
[Cpecirie 55 ] and specific objectives
[Vague 10
[Clear 3 \
Discussicn

The statements nf program objectives were generally clear and were

presert in 211 but cne ~f the cases examined.

5. Description of program (Consistent with objectives)
< Yes T3
No -
, Debatable 5

Discussion
Z+2Cusslon

f

Usually this material was requesicd by EOF office whea it gave condi-
tional aprroval or asked for more information (e.g. activities planned,
natuare of role ol siles, ete.). The projects were guite adequate on this

criterion.,
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6. {a) Ppoqﬁam budget

Yes Th
No -
Debatable

3 [Probably missing .from files since EOF office was
generally strict about budget description]

‘ \.,.

(v) Budget for evaluation

- % of Proposal Budget.fbp Evaluation
lotal Project Budgets 0 0<x%1]1¢x%2]2¢xSs | x>5

< 10,000 20 0 . 0 2 2 2k

10,000 - 25,000 10 y 0 3 |2 18
25,000 - 50,000 5 1 2 E 1o
50,000 - 100,C00 6 0 2 <l o ‘| 12
100,000 - 200,000 3 2 2 1 1o 8
200,000 + 1 B 0 0 0 3

by 10 6 13 L 78

Discussion

1. The total budiet o' the 75 rrojects surveyed was $4,686,500.00. Total
proposed for eveluation in budget submissions was $39,360.00. This represents

less than 1% of “he total budget requests.

2. Well over half of the projects showed no\budgeteq expenditures for

evaluation. .

3. Over two-thirds of the projects budgeted less than 1% of their

N

budgets forvevaluation.

. Only a handful of projects budgeted for evalﬁation costs of oéver

$2,000.00. NOTE: It may be that evaluation costs were borne locally..
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X

.l,. R

Evidence provided of

(a) Parent Support

Yes -L6
No 32

(b) Teacher Support
Yes 57
No 21

(¢} Community Support

Ve 2
e Py
o =~ k6

Mochanisms for Parent Support

Parent-siiff committae
Parent steering committee
Home and School Association
Parent surveys
Letters of support:
Public meetings
Parent-teacher interviews
Solicited parental involvement
in program (4ides, etc.)

" Post facto support (project

existed before EOF)
Parent identified program
activities -

" Mechanisms for Teacher Support

Parent-staff committee
Planriing and development of
program

' Teacher identified problems

Staff meetings

Teacher surveys

Task Force

Post facto =

Consulted by administration

I 61

[4]

[3]
[5]

" [10)

3]
21
[4;
18]

(6]

[i]

el

(4]

[21]
(51
(7]
[6]
(1]
[1j-
[3]

55



. ¥
& Mechanisms for Community Support
) County school committees [1]
’ Inclusion in school committee (1]
Community meetings’ [2]
Individual volunteers [3)
Public and private agencies and
organizations (including Yniv./ i - ,
Colleges 5, YMCA, RCMP, ATA, AGT) ' ' N
[13]
N.B.. (i) Usually no.evidénce was provided of nurvej resulbs. “In addition,

when parent< or the- oommunltv are cited as hav1ng partlclpated formallv or
informally, the scope of suoport is not clear; e.5. one or two parents may
be'counted as support. {ince EOF jruidelines did specify deécriptioh of such
supportz the results &l e may te bver—estimating actual support.

(ii) The evidence also euppcsts that achools and districts may have

interpreted the noticn of "

support” ns involvement. in the program during imple-
mentation (e.g. pare.ts or community members. as azides, volunteers or resource

personz) rather than as ‘avolvement during development of the proposals.

(iii) 1In one or tw- instances, evide mce vas provided of student involve-

Iy

nent in progronm vlannineg,  This was 25 u,glklnﬁ in an cu- ioor education pro-

Ject where some half-lozen student cormittees were set up.to plan for the

eld trips.

s

Discussion

The level of parent ana/or community support is nct as strong 4s might
have been expented--given the EOF cuidelines. However, there,were numerous
rather interesting mechanisrs {or developing contucts between the school and

its environment.

O
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8. First drajt ojfnropo sal recetved:

. . (1) Approval 19)
Y : : ~ Conditionul approval (54)
v ‘More information re- _
N quired { G)

(b) Where conditional or more information required,
follow-up is: :

. ‘Documented ‘ (50)
Undocumented ( 8)

{c) Criteria relaxed

B
N

Yes . o (15)
Mo : - . (60)

Ambiruous . (2)

Discussion .

~

The correspondence Letween scﬁeol/district and EOE office clea%ly indi-
‘ cated a stfeng concern on the part of EOF to ensure adherence to tﬂe guide-
"lines ameng all prbjects. Where crlterla vere relaxed the action was taken
only ‘after conolderablo dellborablon by EOF as Justlflable under the circum-

stances. Some fypeg of crwterla—re'axatlon were:

- money prqyzaed for food supplies owing to poverty of the community
;-'vehphaSisfhot eﬁ direct cZassrobm delivery [2]
- small amounts dliOCaLed to . secretar1al/c1er1ca1 assistance [4]
- supplies and Pqu7pm0nt exceeded 50% of budget [ 3]
\f” - money allowéd for administrative/coordinative services [1]

’

. / - :
Ir general, the application of eriteria was well-handled by EOF office.

9. Appeals J : o -

: This proved e he = ueelo 35 cutegorization, No data are re-
- o ported. ’ -

O
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o

toalual fon desion

6 10, 2omponents proposed
Frequency with which a speeific component appeared
a D c d |' e T g Hone | Mixed
SO LT 36 B8 |15 | 32 | 23 6 1
Code- (2) academic achievement
. 3
{b) . student attitude/opinion survey
g (e) pre-post . ‘
; . (d) teacher artitude/opinion survey.
B (e) administrator attitude/opinion survey
(f) parent attitude/opinion survey
. (r) other
Frequency of the number of components rer propoial i
o lo. orf Components 1 Lo 3 Lo 5 6
‘ :No. »f Proposals i 16 1z 19 . 1. 14 6
3 . . . \
Discussion | )
1o At least nix (2, b, 2, d, 1, o =) different evaluation components
~appeared frequently in the rrejzet proposals.,
2. The averape namoer of componants appearing in the proposals was 3.5,
indicating an intention to ccnduct‘var-ei, if not ‘extensive, evaluation.
3. Given the emphasis Placed cn eva luatlon in the EOF guidelines, the
’anpearance of several evaiuation components in pzognrt proposals may reflec’
"thaf empha31s.
h, With_the apparently high commitment to evaluation expressed in the
' 6 1
o )
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proposals, the questi.n of whether these evaluations were actually conducted
and the nature of evalua.icn activity became important. (See Il - Le, Sa,
b, ¢ and 6).

5. .1t is perhups steculative; but the failure of 6 proposals to pro-
vide any kind ot evaluation decign micht be evidence of relaxation of criteria
by EOF office. -

In general, the plans ror evaluation were present and were fairly,
comprehensive. Howaever, given the budeget allocations and other evidence

available to the research team, the implementation capabilivy is open o ques-

ticn.
1. Criteria Associated with Evaluation
1. lNeeds ussosomernt
(a) Outcomes, abjectives identified -
Ve (7h)
o { )
(L) Adeauate dascrirtion o7 current state
Tes (.’,P) ,
fo (2k)
~ 1 o
Can't say { &)
!
(c; Researen studies citec
tes - " (30)
1Y
o (L43)
& biguous (3)
Discussion

1. A description of the current state was deemed inadequate if ‘nothing
more than the statemeni 7 the problem is given in one or two sentences. An
adequate descriotion is ~ne which delineated in some detail the antecedents

of the problem on which the vroject is based. (e.g. school norms of achievement

compared with local cr provineial norms).
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2. Research studies cited included research literature and local re-
search studies conducted usually tv central or regional office personnel
and, in one or two instances, as part of community;wide needs -assessment
studies. Clearly, = majority of the projects anaiyzed gave no indiqgtion

of being research based.

2. Program plannina
(a) Program outlined (See | (5 & 6)

Yes v :
No ( 0)

(t) Probable success ia meeting objectives

Stated - \ (ko)
Inferred (34)
Uneclear - (8)

(e} Success supvorted by j
Professional judement (79)
Kesearch ~ridence (1h)
UncT o ( 8)

Discussion

The weak rosenray *ooe in the prowram planning stage was as evident
it was in the nesis astensment Mete, The guality of proaram rlanning
to have veen based prirarily on professional judgment rather
than evidence from the rescareh and/or evaluation literature. Given the
fact that’evﬁluaﬁion Of These projects, tnemselves, was hbt well financed,
one wonders nbout the basirs for decision-making on prosram content. One may
conclude that educationnl recearch did not have = high degree of impact ~n

these project:.

60
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.
Implementation procecs

(a) Program carried out as plannéd

Yes ’ (6);) PN

No ; ( 0) : )

Modified o (11) ' '

Unknown : ( 6) [Usually meant no monitoring or

Trogress reports were in files
at time of analysis]

(t) Naturc of =vidence supplied for 1leemcntatﬁon

of prorram
- field office reports only [25]
- self-reports only [36]
= both field office and self-reports [13]
~ no reports at all [4]

) Difficulties reported on:

IHEUCS

-~ weaknesses/difficulties In teacher/aide in-service [6]
- staff. turnover [&]
- Insufficicent provision for 1ncreased preparation
time for teachers [8]
- delay in obtalnlng materials [8]
-~ shortage in equlpmpnt/materlalg/fac1llt1es [7]

\

oncm

- increased workload on administrative staff [3]

- delay in proposal approval [3] .

- communication among participants, role ambiguities [6]
- dirficulties or unwillingness of teachers to change [2]
~ ilnappropriate use of expertise (3]

- scheduling/programming arrangements [5]

. Context

’

- E.O.F. constraints on funding of clerical/tcchnical
services [}

-~ A.T.A. cricicism of aide utilization [1]

- lack of parental. support/involvement [4]

- Inflation [1]

Q

Qutcomes

- unanticipated negative consequeonces [1)

67
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Discussion

1. Tield office reports werc available for approximaiely'one-hélf of

the projects. .
- 2. There were only one or “wo rerorts of "failure" of project. Field

office reports were clmost inevitohly positive.

3. The data contained in these sources coincided approximately with

1,

data obtained from interviews and site visits.

k.  Program progress

(a) Meeting®bjectives

Yes (k)
No (12)
Unclear (12)
Ho infTormation . T
Partially o(12)

(b) Hature of evidence

Sou.rce .

- only fiaeld report [25]
- only progress report [36]
- both [i3 :

Documented
Yes (29)
No (41)
: [Clear (33)
A [ Ambiguous (25)
Discussion S ' -

1. Many progress roports arrarently came into EOF office only in late
August and September; thus, files exemined in July may contaiis progress and/or

Tield reports Ly -ow.

2. Documented progress was deflned as description of program progress

which exceeds one or two bhrief general statements and qualifies whatever con-

N
-

ERIC - , - .8

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



QO

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

clusions are provided.

‘

63

3. In a majority of cases, the progress reports indicate success.

However, there were some instiances where progress was-not significant or

where data were not available.

5. Outeome evaluation

(a)

Evaluation reports {(as i July/75)

Fresented
T sesented

inture L f evidence

- reacher opinion

(1L)

(Th)

[49]

- administrator opinionf[19]

- parental opinion
- Sstudent opinion
- other opinion

- none

Npinions

Documented
Undocumented

Source of opinions

Evaluution reports or

"Heeeld" Anda

standardized tests
pre=-post

controls

teacher constructed
other

none

[(17]
[22]
[ 7]
[20]

prosress reportis

f11]
[ 9]
[ 1]
[ 1]
[ 6]

[20]

e.g. iInventory cf units developed;
inventory of library books catalogued/usec

Other comments on ontcome evaluation

"a

(Humbers reter Lo "Analysis of Projeet Documents' sheets
23 identitricd by evaluation resenrch team).



cont'd

"Hard" data not presented; but inferences as. to its
13, 21,

aviilability provide
51, 58, 59, 63, 64)

rerformance (#15, 9)

discontinue (#53)

"hard" data (#33)

shift from planned

fielld offlcn (#51).

. ~ lnappropriate statistical inference_(#60)‘

e

less elaborate;

Discussion

The main eoneriuad BIE

wdequately inmplemented

-

\

nod for

bries

Fulfillment or

But -

'_ij“

da (#12,

ambiguous "hard" data provided
focus on delivery rather than oqpcéﬂe\u

-available tests described as not appropriate

argued in favor of perceptlons/observatlons rather than

6k

24, 25, 32, 38, 43,

N '
1 .

outcome evidernce not shown to be related to classroom

s

. )
o

P

indication thaﬁ original EOF qu1dallnes brokén (1 e. teacher
aides handling clerical duties (#23) ).

self-identification of project unworkabllitg and request to

’

belief Statements, as evaluation (#56)
i .
"soft" evaluation to "haﬁd“ procedure (#5.)

isolated iInscance of negative critique of proye”* b;

-aboratr ovaluacion design and report is shown by (#34)

airly ComprehensiveAdesign in (#50)

(AR 2T BN 10) Y

erant

these

myjority o

dista iz that evalaation wns .-

T wrojects analyzed.,

(a)  Comnleun
Ineomylete
{iot done at

Urknown

ol

O
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Discussion -

few could be said to have systematic and comprehensive procedures.

R
(Y

65

6.. (b) qumponan% missing (i.e: proposed components) -

- achievement/attitude tests [24]

- Student surveys [ 4]

- teacher‘surveys { 6]

- parent surveys [ 8]

- external evaluation (usually

- F.O0.) [ 6]

- Inventcry of materials used/
developed [ 3]

- record of student activity [ 2] K

"\\ N ) ' ’ : . - &
L ~ - - : L

1.  Of cases where desigm-appears to have been fulfilled, only a

This and other da%ta in the files does not show any high degree
. 0 .

of concern by the EOF office with the lack of evaluation which is well

“tloughi-out and systematically pursued.’ -

-Coprlusions

WAS NOT \E‘XTEN" 1ES

~.

: .
\
PROJECT PROPOSAL° WERE GENERALLY ADEQUATE AND IN LINE WITH EOF

“GUIDEL INES,

THE z..// 'OF’FICE'ADNINISTERED THE GUIDELINES CONSISTENTLY.
BUDGFTEI) FUNDING FOR. EVALLATION WAS FXTREMELV L.
PROPO“ALS FOR F‘/nLUATION WERE PEA&ONABLY WELL DEVELOPED.

EVIDENGE, OF. PARENT ANL COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR. PROPOSED PROGRAMS

THE RESEARCH BASIS FOR PROPOSALS (IAS INADEQUATE.

INTERNAL AND EXTCRNAL CVALUATION REPORTS WERE GENERALLY POOR.



Charter X|
Summary of Conclusions gnd Recommendations

'This tinal chapter is cemprised of i pﬁrts. First, a complete list
of all -of’ the conglusions listed at the end of each oA _Chapters || - X is
provided. This is.to provide the basis for a series of recommendations
which comprise the seconi part of the chapter. In order to link the list of
conclusionsvto 2 particular chgpter,.their original numbering within a
chaﬁter is retained. In the settion cbntaining the recoﬁmendations, an
erfort’ will be made to muke the chain of rmasonlng ard argument fairly clear.
In some instances, the chain which Iinks 2 particular recommendatlon to the
evidence obtained in the ctudy may not be as clear as a purely_301ent1f1c
strategy would call for In those cases, the Research'Director will attempt

to make explicit any valune Judements on his part which led to a particular

recommendation.

Summary of (onclusions

Chapter || fAcan"em‘"t of litended Objectives of EOF Program]

{. | THC OBJECTIVES OF THE ©0F DROGRANM HAVE GENERALLY BEEN ACHIEVED.

[2] MASTERY. OF BASIC AND'AUXILIAPY SKILLS HAS BEEN N&DERATEL? ACHIEVED.

(3] MAINTENANCE OR INCREASE IN PUPILS’ SELF- CONFIDENCE AND SELF-RESPECT
. HAS BEEN MODERATELY ACHIEVED.

.[h]" VISIBILITY OF UPGRADING ACTIVITIES IS GENERALLY LOW.

[5] THERE IS A MODERATELY STRONG CONNECTION BETUEEN PROJECT 0BJECT IVES
o AND EQF PROC@A/ GOALS. .

. - . .
(€1 ~. INSTRUCT IONAL SERVISTE'S ARE DEF INITELY BEING DEL IVERED DIRECTLY TO STULENTS.

[7] INSTRUCT ONAL ASSISTANCE S BEING DELIVERED TO TEACHERS.

72
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(1]

67

ACHIEVETENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES IS NOT APPARENTLY BEING LIMITED BY
VARIABLES IDENTIFIED B8Y THE PROJECT PARTICIPANTS OR OTHER RESPONDENTS.

THE CONCEPT OF SPECIAL FUNDING DOES NOT HAVE NEGATIVE CONNOTATIQNS;

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IN EOF PROJECTS IS GENERALLY LOW.

v

I [By~-Products]

THERE IS FAPRLY STRONG EYIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT EOF HAS PRODUCED THE
FOLLOWING BY-PRODUCTS:

L

(a)  growth of knowledge and transferable ckills of teazhers.

(b) parvental insights into the problems o educatin elementary children.
! g Y

(2} Dboard mcmbor cuprort for projecte wnzch wouZd otherwise have not

been supported.
(1) inereased communication among professionals.
(e) zmprévud staff and student attitudes.
(f) positive conmmntty reaction. -
(g)  administrative demands were wortﬁ‘tke effort in view of the output.

(h) apparent ctigma effcet jor some rural puptle.

THERE IS TENTAT!VE SUPPORT FOR A CONCLUSION THAT EOF HAD THE FOLLOWING
BY-PRODUCTS :

(=) enereased ryofzasional growth of teachers.

‘b) increaccf‘thchnr sonsitivity to alternatives.

f2)  inereascd toachor ability to identify individual student needs.
(1) Znereacaed oriiuative citills of schoni dictrict personnal.

(e) ctimulated iceal surviewlwn developiment activities.
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Chapter

(1]

[2]

© 68

K
’

IV [Success of Individual Projects]

INDIVIDUAL PROJECTS SUPPORTED BY ECF GRANTS ARE SEEN AS GENERALLY
SUCCESSFUL.

THERE IS SOME DIVERSITY IN THE AMOUNT AND QUALITY OF EVALUATIVE
EVIDENCE AVAILABLE TO SUPPORT THE VIEW THAT THE PROJECTS ARE

~ EFFECTIVE.

Chapter

(11~

THERE WERE NO NEGATIVE RESPONSES TO THIS QUESTION (i.e. PROJECT

SUCCESS?) FROM ANY OF THE PEOPLE INTERV | EWED.

vV ‘[&dministrative Side-Effects]

FOR SOME SUB-GROUPS, PARTICULARLY BOARD MaMBERS AND ADM!NISTRATORS,
THERE WAS A DISPROPORTIONATE AMOUNT OF ADNINISTRATIVE TIME USED

BY FOF ACTIVITIES.

STAFF ING. OF PROJECTS WAS NOT PERCEIVED TO BE A DiFFICULTY.

RURAL CENTRAL OFF ICE PERSONNEL REPORTED AN INCREASE iIN ADMINI-
STRATIVE WORK LOAD.

SOME ANXIETY AND CONCERN OVER ADMINISTRATIVE SIDE-EFFECTS WAS
EVIDENT.

CENTRAL OFFICE PEOPLE HAD SOME CONCERN ABOUT THE GUIDELINES FOR
EQF.

THERE WAS NG EUEP%CION OF HIDDEN MOTIVES ON THE PART OF GOVERNMENT.

RURAL PROJECT TEACHERZ WERF CONCERNED ABOUT INFLATION IN COSTS,
PARTICULARLY OF PAPER MATERIALS. ®

" . . .. hl
VI [Project vercus Frrmils Fuandine)

- PROJECT FUNDINs SROTECTS PROGRAMS FRCIT MANIFPULATION OF BUDGETS BY

ADMINISTRATION AND/OR SCHOOL BOARDS.

(N.B. TInterviews with ASTA cofficials revealed that thev Telf i
formula tuniing is profercble., Uome Department of Educaiion
officials'suy,esfﬁq that the Department should use gpecial funding
%o enable it Lo rroviac leadership and then should incorporate

the monies intn crovertions1 formale fundinge),
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, Chapter VI I [Recormended Chirges in EOF]

(1] THE GOVERNMENT SHOULD CONS IDER THE IP’IF’LICATIONS OF MAKING THE FOLLOWING
CHANGES IN £OF PROCEDURES:

(a) reduce "red tapa". (N.B. The term "red tape" implies unnecessary
Procedures, See the commenis in the section of this chapter
’ Obsprvaulono for School Districts).

(b) increase Tlexibility.

(¢} ineregsc the amount of money per pupil.

(d) provide assistance in 1;ropnsaZ writing. (N.B. The regional offices
evidently provided a lot of assistance for proposal development in
the earvly ot ages of bnf present EOF program).

(e) inereasa lead time f o/'." ~imilar programs 7'.rz the future,

. /
Chapter VI [EOF [COMPENS <

[1) . EOF [COMPENSATORY' IS Af ."j EARLY STAGE OF INPLEMENTATION AND EVALUA-
TION MUST BE Qib 7 TEMTA® JE ;
(2] THE GUIDEL INES SHSLLD 1 < T-EXAMINED BY THE DEPARTMLAT-
Chupter IX  IEvtension te .- jury School“]
[1] THE. GOVERNMENT SHOW D SER QUSLY CONSILLR EXTENDING F(J" INTO THE

SECONDARY SCHOILS.
. tE A SECONDARY COMPOAENT 1S ESTABLISH D, 1T “HOGULD FOCUY S.4i0-

WHAT ON THE CONTINUANCE OF REMEDIAL PRULTAMS AS WELL AS ON
UNTQUELY SECONDARY SCHOOL PROGRAM AREAS.

Cranter X [Annlysis of Doenment o]

[ PROJECT PROPCSALS WERE GENERALLY AIFQUATE AND IN LINE WITH &0
, SUIDEL INCS. . . |
[ THE 773" OFF ICE ADMINISTEREL THE GUIDEL INES CONS ISTENTLY.
P BUDGEYED FUNDIMG F O CVALUS . ON WAS EXTREMELY LOW.
i PROPOSALT FoF EVALUATION WEF. REASONABLY WELL DEVELOPED.
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(5] EVIDENCE OF PARENT AND COMMUNITY SUPPORT FOR PROPOSED PROGRAMS
. ‘ ) WAS NOT EXTENSI'.T.

(6] THE RESEARCH TATIS FOR PROPOSALS WAS INADEQUATE .

(7] INTERNAL AND XTCHNAL EVALUATION REPORTS WERE GENERALLY POOR.

"
A\

Summation e

In general, o'. EQF [Elere - ury] program has been o succes:. The con-

-
.
o
+

cept of special runding “or <o catary school projects has been extremely

well recoi?ec throue o ke oy ovinez. Many of the edministrative problems

perceived by participantec w-v »o attributed to the short amount of lead time
; and to the lack of axws-~iir.- with‘vaJPCU funding and curriculum develop-

ment activities. -on tr.

(
m

oy it, the prcjects appeared to be successful
although there was o Son ~ity of r2ully solid evidence about the educational ,

It

cutcomes.,

As womous” e stimalating lorad it vity ond tfor tocussing on ele-
mentary pupile. (OF secmsd excellent.  iHowever, ng part of a systemntic
nodel for improving “he sunlity of education it was, in our opinion, defieie:-
in several important resrvesta. [1] It wns not embedded in a short or lonf
range plar-is. molo) nisod imprﬁvin: quality (e.e. Lead time was short and
there is nc »ootainty abms contiruation of funding beyond three years).
(2] Tt was not hosed on research knowledre about teaching or learning or
pupil needs. (- [he 1ack o evaluative srill and evaluative evidence pro-
vides li'tle hop: for lone-term pyor® in terms of future shifts in the di-

rection of elementary schooling in Alberta.

In conclusion, wiiiez the EOF prorsruam has been o success, it smeeoks too
mich of « “one shot" effurt. Ii preiect fundine is to continue to bu nsed,
it should bhe incorpn:ateﬁ ints 1 lurrer fra work of educational planning
awith a strong research cnd development component. It is obvious y wor .while
/to consider spending more morn-y un selested projects which have a strong dis-
trict or school flavur as twy o5 punril needs nre concerned; hub a more-eo-

ordinated and systematic eifort is needed if future funds are to have more

payoff for the whole system of elementary and secondary schooling in Alberta.
76 : y
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71

Observetions for School Districts

’

Although this rerort and itswrecomméndations are directed towards the
Department of Education, some observations directed towards school district
personnel seem netessary. These are nut forwérd as the evaluator's reaction .
to the points of view #xXpressed by various people interviewed.during the
study and, in part, to thie proposais documented in the EOF files. They are
intended 1o be sugsestive ¢ areas where school distriets should make im- - o
provenents if the maximunm pocsible benerits of projeét funding are to be

realized.

[1] There was evidence of two different models of project development, One
was & centralized "top-down" model in which most decisions were made in the
school district central crfice. The prcjects developed under this model
tended to be large-scale in nature. Ope apparent advantage of this approach
whi that system level probiems were attacked by the programs which were
eventually developed. Moraover, evaluative mechanisms tended to be more
elaborate, thoush not nezessarily mors sophisticated, in these top-down sit-
uations. The ofher extreme model was = "g#ass-poots”, school-based approach
to project development. Herc. the projects were small-scale and were,
typically, npt‘subjected_;o @y extensive evaluation. However, they had the
apparent strength 1 invaivineg teachers in decision-making ;bout the problems

\

facing the pupile in &ic’y sohoold.

Given that the ¢vnluation schemes which we encountered were generally
not goed, one could sugpest teo those employing a "top-down" approach that
nore occess to dccision;makinc be riven to school staffs because the gains
in apparent sophistichtion of program development and evaluation in a cen-
tralist model were not unuplly realized. At the same time, important skills

were nnt'being developee mrongs, teachers and princfpals.

(2] If the projzcts ure to huve long-term effects on the quality of educa-
tion, school district5>neéﬂ to ambed their prcject development in a planning

model that emphasizes the following elements:

(2) 4 thorough needs assoasment.

{Note: The evoluation team is not convinced that projects were based on a
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sdmiichrative roogulcepar s o

and thet schocl disrict o eogonse]

careful analysis of priorities with ruspect to pupil needs. If project
funding continues-beyond 1976 this,nompqnent must be strengthened).

(v) A ba37" in theory and/or pnactzce.
(Note: The proaect proposals lacked & theoretical base. While this may be
acceptable in the Parlv stages of a pregram, there must be a more thorough

con31dera+10n of thlb element in ;utu‘e programs. It is up to the school

,,,

dlstrlcts to | ; ove this 1eaMgre oi future proposals).

L : ‘-

{c) A4 strong evaluat on compdnent.

(Note: Our findinrs show that this component was not strong. While one
cannot expect an overnighﬁ\}mprovement in thé capacity of zrhool districts
to conduct evaluations, somé\beginnings need to be made. School distridt
administrators and>school tta?dg naed to become not oniy more capeble of
conducting internal evaiuntions;\but more accepting of their responsi-

bilities in this realm). .

rogram, there will alwiys be administrative demands

on school districts. While these miy be viewed as "red tapz" by some _

[3] Ina profect based

=

peovle, they are p&rt of & normal interchange between levels of government.
(Note: If‘fundb were mol cnrmarked, much of the so-called "red tape" would
disappear at the level of diutri-t wnd provineial interaction.  This wdﬁld
in no way guarante. nhnat iv oweonlia Loruneny st the Jevel of central office
and gehool stalt dntoractioe,,  Pre o csduntor i A Ehe upinion that the
bnoheermony with ~he projent tunding concenpt
Sionl b orentinue, s they buave done in the

past three years, Lo dnmrees sLoSp akilla oas project des:lopars).
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Recommendations

(1] CONTINUE. £°7 [ELEMENTARY] FUNDING FOR AN ADD!T|ONAL THREE YEAR
PERIOD. A

Comment .

*  The extérsion of project Jwiding: for three more:years is intended

to enable school districts to develop the successful projects and to im-
prove or replace progjects which have not yet been -succéssful. There is
much to Le learmed frem the projects ard three yrars hae not really been
long enough to get the maxima payoff from the értensive developmental
work and the resourcas which have already been ‘invested in EOF projects.
The internal evaluation of projects is only now being completed and time
for improvement 7s necessary. During this proposed extenaion pertod,
the EOF central office operation and the system of proposals for Sfunding
should be maintaincd by the Department ofr Education. At the same time,
the evaluative and curriculim developmental skills of school district
personnel ean be improved and used to advantage.

!
v

(2] EOF [COMPENSATORY! GUIDELINES SHOULD BE REVIEWED BY THE DEPARTMENT
AND PARTICULAR PROJECTS SHOULD BE SUBJECTED TO THOROUGH EXTERNAL
EVALUATION. ) ' .

{
Comment.

The Department 15 procecding slowly with the Compensatory component .|

inview of the difieultions in using evidence ffrom othef settings (e.g. !
the llnited States) to surrort the eoncept of compensatory programs, heavy
erharis chould be plaerd wn cxtermzl, ze well as internal, evaluation of
tanorredeets, The wwldniines For weeess to eompensatory funding should be
5 .

ot d SO @z to eonsian pemooal nf 1mecessary restrittions.
7

i

r

{3 AN EUI" [SECONDAR'Y | COMFONENT SHOULD BE INTRODUCED FOR THE 1977-74%
SCHOOL YEAR AND CONTINUING UNTIL AT LEAST 1979-80. FUNDS FOR
PLANNING SHCGULD BE IMCLUDED IN THE BASICTTGRANTS FOR THE FIRST YEAR
OF OPERATION OF PROJECTS. A :

Comment,
The operational ot liue fo achicving this is as tollows:
(a)  dnnownce i ecoconine component during 1975-76 school year.
/

p)  Fueouraie plavning durmey 1976-77 by voquiring proposale to
o sdmicred, by sudbapie deadline date (e.q. February,
S377), o tar FOF ofice.
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(¢) For projects that receive approval, include with the per pupil
‘grant for 1877-78 an additional grant for planning (e.g.
$3.00 per pupil). Thie would be a once only grant; but would
be avatlable, over the lifetime of EOF (Secondary), jor other
newly approved projects during their first year of operation.

The reason for this part of the recommendation is that lead. time for project
developing should be provided for amy extension of the concept tiuto other
grade levels. In general, given the javorable opinions about EOF (Ele- -
mentary), extension of the project concept into other grade levels seems
appropriate. The only rider on this recommendation would be that such an
extension of funding chonuld in no vay jeopardize the position of ele-
mentary schools.

Concluding Statement

The dn'  contained in this report have been rather extensive. The
sonelusions converged tovari a favorzble assessment of EOF pgz_gg,'vAny
doubts expressed by the Research Director were mainly in terms of the
long-term benefits of sush pregrams. How the Department of Education and
the Government of Albérfa wlll use the information and the recommenda-

tions, will determine, ultimetely, tne value of this piece of research.

1

It must be judged in terms of i4:
L% -

usefulnecs -for and its effects on de-

cision-making in Albert:.

Th
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the uvnivewity of alberta

Oaparement wt ¢ to.rentary £dcation
Egmortan Averts

APPENDIX 'A!
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

School zone number:
School jurisdiction:
Name of the project:
Nane of the school:
Position of the intervievee:

There sre twe baric dimensions te this interview: the first cne deals with your
views of €OF in terms of the project(g) with which you are familiar; the second
one deals with your views of EOF as a program fir the funding of projects which
deliver direct instructiona! services to students and direct assistance to teache:.
throughcut the province.

Iy

.
.} “ ' b A
’ o SECTION 'A’
: a ‘ The following questicns ave coneerped with the one or more specific EOF projects
, ) with which you are puersonally familiar:
) '
i 1
' T N.B.  Are you familiar itk EOF elementar, , EOF compensatory .
i or both T -
1, WRat need wao this rreofecr icaigmed to satispyl
.
!
/‘ —

3{n) Has thic projezt met tie needs for whick 1t was degigned (i.e. achieve: ita
stated abjectisce}? Frite Sor evidence,

o ) - 82
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3(b)

L(a)

T7

llag the EOF jawvjoc
nervices to studenty
(Probe for evidence).

been suce asful in delivering "direct instructional
aud direct instructional assistance to teachera"?

Has tnis EOF pzbj:zct produced any desirable or undeairable .- zffects
that yo. can think of?

3

More specificaliy:

1. What irpact has this EOF project hud on student and staff attitudes?

il What skills, alilities or insights have you aequived as a result of
your association vith thig particular EOF project?

iii. How'has this pra,jec.c affected your allocation of time and energy?
(Prove for a personal reaction to this).
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-y

h(b)lconc'd

iv. What fae Seen tne pogesilon o U

i eommunity to thie spegi .o project?

» I
UL

frovded the snroruenity to parttoi-
tent haue they dome gt

Ay

SECTION 'B'

The fcllnwing questl nn fenl wigs woor view,

of' projects? N

S{a)  From uycur vuniags point
qoatered 14 intended

<7 EOF as o urogrum Tor the furding

Lio s zrert has the EOF program in general,
PR '

ecse exrlain.

’ N
!
_— —— PR
}

(o)  Lookix 2l i
to cormeni o

P
_event to whatek all or my of these

e kave been harlded, would ucu sire

chjeatiwr LOF orogram? .
!
]
. —

64 Have yov nottced anu bemcfirici or wuleairable admnistrative, [iacal; or

osner non-teaching-lerrnin: It Wi

digtriet level by the introduction of

2n have beon nroduced at the school
tne EOF program? '
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0

n general, Boe vow notlced any Jecirable or undesirvallie side-effects
that the EOF program hus produced?

\.‘,-erre specifically, =~ 1 SUPERVISOR

i. Have v

Iany ven attituwdes ove gpprodctite w2 owrriculur
leveloprens within yoe Jurizdiction? h ' :

il 0 wow thimk e EOF program has ‘nercased the ability of persvnnel
i generate new Dleas aimed 2t Jdealing with epeeifio educatiorul
needo o clomentary stwionts?

ive Do you think EOF has upgraded the ability of the t.achers {nvclved
to deal with apecific aducational nroblems of elementary children?

V. fiave there becn changes in the qualitu or quantity of commmica-
rions within uwour Jurisdisticen? :
- .
‘ . < .

t

“vi, dar EOF z2ffectad staff weilization in gny way? |

vii. irote: re. any spectijic urndesirable side-effects.

85
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In gencral, have you notived wwy desirable or welosivable atde-vffects

t{n)
that the EOF program hun, prodused?

{b) More specifically, as a PRINQ_I;AI:

Do you think EOF has sorved te upgrade the ability cf teachere to

i. z
deal with specitic e.ucaiional problemg of elementary students?
o
".
o
ii. Has the time and effort reguired of your stalf and yourself by the
vrogram, leen greater or lecs than wou had anticipated Do the
henefits derived from this program justify osuch allocatione?
\
wwe yeu wttced any change In reacker or student morale an a
rasult of participation in the EOF program?
,
.
v fue Zured sionifizmit new teacher skilia that

V. fag the program nroduced cny change in parcntal involvement in
education?

|

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

o]



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81

L

In general, nive yon otices sirabis op wndesimable cidewg

that tnc TOF 1 rogrom iy

More speuific » s n PARENT

" .
i. Has the Cmeclecmen:

been g 'guifouncly ¢

Coparans: Intae education of theip ehildeon

wevaaed apough EOFT
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In genvral, have you neticed ang deslvable or widee puble aid —effucta
that the EQF progowr . produe:!?

< us u TEACHE;

L. Have wou develope
~ontzeitonal ekl
]

0 SN
b

C o lar, Inatraciiona) or or-

5 oo YU ot TP, thas you JiT onut
iniely poegars? PRI
it uO s wiil ke oF uge to you

ot

P28, et Togrcnt wie fOF mace cory differens in o wour o iitudzs to-
ard aoepeets 0f your peofessionil wors?

to rurttieipeee tn owrdculun do-

iv, Jo FOF o viaole wae

v ispatent?  ban -

. H2o your- exporiencs with COF Feon ravurdirg?  Explain.

v .

83



8(a) Vhich‘of the following mecthods of funding projects do you persprally
faocur and whyi ’ )

i. {the mo-~ usuel) fermula financing
ii. on the bagis of proposals approved by the Lepartment (as in EOF)

iii. other (pleuse specify)

(b) wWhich of thesc methods 16, <n facc, the most valuable and why?
(Prove: tn estabiish criteris for ju.dgment:).

9. Are rthere any speci™z crongea tn the EOF program, polictes and p.veedures
which would improve the quality and long-tem pradustivity of ‘he projectw?
{e.g. crileria fu. approval, mechanitm for approvall.

19(a) Do you think there s a » ' for an EOF type program at the secondary
level?

[1f "yes" ] Woul: bt oW tfhe intention of £OF to pruvide u more

equitable allotmet of fu i o the elementary “Level, oz Yurmula
finanoine preceat'y favours the secondary lewv it

——
o
~

(¢} {if “"yea"] Jo *this ar. undee ~u=ble sttuation? & ‘7

(d) fif "yes")] Whar Juggestione or recommendations would wou muke to remedy
the situation?

ERIC
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-~
N i ANALYSIS OF PROJECT DOCUMENTS
TITLE of PROJECT: -
I. CRITERIA ASSOCIATED W!TH THE FROPOSAL
1. 3mall classroom project (code as per matrix):
2. Funding emphasis
‘e) in-cervice education of teechers
(vt) additional clessroom teechers
v3} ncn-zlerical eides to support teachers B
: | -
{4} speclelist services related to classroom
teacher
fo) muterials for classrocm tescher
" (£} adnﬁnistrativc/caordinatins/pluuning
services
() otner.
3. Raeticnal!= for progrum
(R} presert/absent (b) clear/ambigu.us
L, ObJectives for progranm
(n) =steted/unstatel {b) reneral/sprcifin {c) vague/clear
5. Description of program
! ‘) consistent with chlentives: Yeg/io/debatuble
a0 {n) et (iled progrem budset: Tes/Noysdebatable
(8) AJiouation fer evalwatior: & out of total budget of $
Te svidence prov: icu U
{a} puren® surpi-.:  Yes/No nature of evidence
(6} teasher suppert: Yes/Ne nueture of evidence
{(*) communiv: suppory: Yes/Se nature of evidence
$.- (u) Firs' iraft ov prepesal received: Aprroval/Conditional Approval/
More informatiun regquired
vE Ly ineeuyn on phove:s 4d..cumented/undocumented
(e} “risevia relaxed by EOF oflice: Yen/No
)
91
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Qo -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



/
¥ /
3. Appeals: successul funsuteessiul /
10. Evaluation design cumponents propeseds
{a) acaldeni: echicvemnent .. v} student attivtudefopinicr survey

(¢) pre-pust (d) tencher attitude/opir. .rvey

<w

e)  euministontor attitude/oginicon survey
-+ : . . :
) “purens |attitude,/opinion survey

{g] other

i, CRATERIA ASSOCIATED WITH EVALUATION ' \

‘ - \
1. liceds iss-¥sment . e

e . \
() outemes oblectives i3 irled (ALY <

)

)

(t) wadequate descrivtior of current state: Yos/tin/ean't s
() civanion of renenrcn studier:

You/lo/amblaquows -

Yine las ",':‘
(b} proebuile suceest 2f progrum in meeting oblectives:
stated/interr-d/unclenr
' fol probenie suscess 8 uropram ocunparsed by prefessional ‘udement/

recenrch evidence/unclear

‘

)

L RPN :

P R S N TS o A A '."'?..‘{"(,'-‘/v i

! R TS ST o S VS S SO AT B
i o une e mmented
) - LD
tler -

5 | ‘ 92
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871

o . .
Outewne evaiustlon (inrentions vi. outeomes)
(u}  outcome evaluaticn reporse: picgented/not presented i

{b} nature «r eavicence: opinicns or tcachers/admlnistrﬁxtors/parem.s/

statents/other
{c) opinicnc: docunented/undoeunent »d

(4} source:

{e) "hard" iata:

standurlized tests/pre-post/controls/teacher

censtructed tests/other

(r) other comm

SOV mony o Cobowrnouet lon
RN Loy inemmndete/ wne
o cempraents mis i fue o
o
!
[ — ——




